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  Abstract 
 
This paper investigates the genre of documentary and to which extent it can be seen as a credible 
source to a truthful portrayal of reality. It will try to present a thorough understanding of 
documentaries as a united genre and of what it involves. It will draw on theories proposed by 
widely recognized researchers in the field of documentary e.g. Bill Nichols. 
Furthermore, the report will be investigating different means of persuasion available to the 
documentarist. In relation to this, it will explore potential alteration of both the subject matter and 
subjects. This is i.a. perceived in relation to the terms of subjectification and identification. 
It will be engaging these issues by doing a critical- and multimodal discourse on four chosen scenes 
from our case study; the documentary Fahrenheit 9/11 by Michael Moore. The analysis will focus 
on Michael Moore’s combined use of cinematic- and rhetorical means, his constructed narrative and 
hence his subjective representation of others. There will be a discussion about the genre of 
documentary as a whole, which draws on the conclusions from the analysis. Issues of representing 
reality and others will be at focus. An overall conclusion will try to provide an answer in coherence 
with our problem statement. 
 
 
 
 
  
	  Danish Summary 
 
Denne rapport vil redegøre for genren dokumentarfilm samt, i hvilken udtrækning genren kan ses 
som en troværdig kilde til et realistisk billede af virkeligheden. Det er undersøgt ved først og 
fremmest at opnå en generel forståelse for, hvad genren dokumentarfilm indeholder og står for. I 
forbindelse med det vil vi undersøge, hvad folk der er bredt anerkendt indenfor feltet 
dokumentarfilm, som f.eks. Bill Nichols, udtaler om genren. Ydermere redegøre vi for brugen af de 
forskellige virkemidler samt metoder, der er brugt for at stykke dokumentaren sammen; dette 
inkluderer forskellige former for dokumentarfilm, diskursanalyse (med særligt henblik på kritisk- 
og multimodal diskursanalyse), filmiske virkemidler, retorik og processen bag subjektivering. 
Vi bruger herefter de nævnte værktøjer til at forstå og analysere fire valgte scener fra vores case 
study; Fahrenheit 9/11 af Michael Moore. I analysen vil vi fokusere på, hvordan Michael Moore 
fremstiller de forskellige individer der tager del i dokumentaren samt, hvad han får ud af at skildre 
dem på en bestemt måde. 
Der vil ydermere indgå en diskussion om genren dokumentar som helhed, hvilken vil drage nytte 
fra konklusionerne i analyse. 
Fokusset i diskussionen vil være eventuelle problemer ved at repræsentere virkeligheden og de 
mennesker der indgår i den. En overordnet konklusion vil give et svar der er i sammenhæng med 
opgavens problemformulering. 
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1. Introduction 
The genre of documentary connotes certain presumptions and expectations within each and every 
one of us. This project report tries to identify these assumptions and stylistic means common to 
documentaries. While trying to figure out if all documentaries had the same structure, it was quickly 
clear to us that a documentary film can come in many shapes and forms. Stating that a documentary 
is a portrayal of the real world, a film that is nonfiction and thereby obliged to tell nothing but the 
truth, may seem plausible at first but it quickly raises many more questions. What is the objective of 
the documentarist? To persuade, enlighten, provoke or set a new agenda? And what sets the genre of 
documentary apart from genres of fiction? By critically watching documentaries came the 
realization that a great amount of effects are used to sway the audience. This led the project to the 
question of credibility. Personal experiences tell us that there seems to be a loss of critical filter 
when watching documentaries, but from where does this trustworthiness of the documentary genre 
stem?  
 
The project is anchored in a case study to examine and reflect upon these questions. Theories of 
rhetoric and cinematic means will serve to highlight both the technical aspects and the complex 
interactions between documentarist, audience and subject, which take place when making a 
documentary. In relation to this, we will look at how subjects-portrayed are at risk of being “wrong” 
positioned by the documentarist and hence identified misleading by the audience.   
1.1. Motivation    
The motivation behind this project is based on a shared interest of documentaries  and a curiosity of 
how they are made, since they stylistically can be drastically different but still fit under the umbrella 
of documentary. We found it interesting that documentaries have seemed to increase in popularity, 
and are often deemed to be a source for knowledge, facts and reality. Therefore, we find them to be 
very relevant to investigate in this mesh of mass media we have access to today. We wanted to 
discuss the genre itself and the reality it presents in the different types of documentary. At the same 
time, we wished to find a documentary to ground our project within. Our choice of case study was 
based on interest, entertainment and popularity. Popularity meaning a documentary, which was 
fairly criticized and defended, loved and hated, and seen by a lot of people. Choosing such a 
documentary ensured and established a good foundation for the discussion as we would be able to 
argue that it has affected and provoked a lot of people. It was important for us to choose the 
documentary solely based on all of the abovementioned factors and not on the subject or theme of 
the documentary, as we do not wish to do a project about e.g. religion or the war on terror. In 
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contrast, we wanted to look at documentaries as a whole; the embedded credibility, the subjective 
representation; the constructed narrative and hence the compromises that are made in coherence 
with reality; and the persuasive means used to sway the audiences.  
1.2. Problem area 
Most of the time when thinking of a documentary, we expect it to portray reality. However, one can 
doubt the loyalty and accuracy of a documentary, as what the documentarist aims at showing might 
be a very subjective portrayal of reality and his/her truth is not necessarily the same as the 
audiences. Defining truth can be a very difficult task, as everyone is perceiving reality, notions of 
good and bad, as well as truth differently and distinctly. We will not try to give a philosophical 
perception of truth and truth making. We will however look at how a documentarist is capable of 
constructing a truth through images and sounds of our shared reality. That is, how a documentarist 
is capable of not only conveying a truth, but in fact construct a truth, which fits better to his/her 
individual perception or individual agenda. Our problem area is therefore centered around the 
documentary’s attempt to convince us of a certain truth, may it be personal or political driven. In 
order to investigate the truths told in a documentary, one has to know what a documentary is and 
how it varies within the genre and differs from fictional films. As we want to investigate the 
constructed truth in a documentary, we have to investigate and learn how these truths are 
constructed and conveyed and what their aim is.  
1.3. Problem formulation 
To which extent can the genres of documentary be seen as a credible source to a truthful portrayal 
of reality?  
1.3.1. Research questions 
1. What is a documentary and how is it set apart from other media/reality genres? 
2. Which persuasive means are used by the documentarist to convey the message, and hence 
influence the audience? 
3. In which ways is the documentarist subjectifying individuals? - and why? 
4. How can the documentarist’s subjective approach to subject representation compromise 
with reality?  
5. To which extent can documentaries be seen as a trustworthy source of information, even 
though they might compromise reality? 
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2. Methodology 
2.1. Case study 
In this brief part, we will be elaborating our reasons for using Fahrenheit 9/11. 
Fahrenheit 9/11 is a documentary made in 2004 by Michael Moore. It focuses on what happened in 
the United States before and after September the 11th 2001. Fixated on the alleged reason why 
Bush and his administration went to war in Afghanistan and Iraq. We could have chosen to work 
with a lot of other documentaries and documentarists, but the fact that Fahrenheit 9/11 is a 
documentary of big controversy and mixed review due to alleged political bias made it an obvious 
choice. Even though there are thousands of people who discredit Moore’s efforts to convince or 
enlighten us of the reality of Bush's war on terror, there are just as many who support and agree 
with his theories. What makes it interesting to look at is the contrasting opinions amongst reviewer 
and the public, as that alone suggests a subjective notion in the documentary. Furthermore, the 
evident fact that so many people have seen and been affected by this film is central. Being named 
“Best picture of the year” at the People’s Choice Award in 2005, and winning the Palme d’Or at 
Cannes, is a testament to the success of this film despite the negative accusations (IMDb, n.d.). 
2.2. Theory      
This part will reflect on the development of the project through the use of theories. In this project, 
we have chosen to work with several theories through a number of methods. Combining these 
theories to extract the exact details, we desired to look at namely the rhetorical means, the cinematic 
means and the process of subjectification of the subjects within documentaries. Logically, picking 
some theories over others steered the project in a direction, which ultimately excluded other ways 
of looking at documentaries.  We have worked with this project from a subjectivist approach to 
knowledge, production of documentary and means of persuasion.  According to Ard Huizing, the 
author of the paper “The value of a rose: rising above objectivism and subjectivism”, subjectivism 
is the belief that understanding knowledge is interpreting information to make sense of the world. 
At the same time, it is helpful to have a codification to transfer knowledge from one another, 
although every individual infuses their own meanings to the information and adapts it to their local 
circumstances. So, this means that context is key when it comes to subjectivism. This is in 
opposition to objectivism, which searches for universal truths and laws, which means people’s 
behavior is independent of the external world (Huizing,2007:3-6). 
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We have approached this subject theme with the idea that the documentary is shaped by the 
director’s truth and that the audience understand the signs, images and sounds in relation to their 
lived world. Initially, this was not a conscious decision but as our direction and reflection of the 
project’s topics progressed, we became aware that this was a red thread.  Believing that truth and 
knowledge is subjective naturally made us question the role of the documentary since initially we 
were thinking that it represents the world in a true and factual way.  Because this meant that 
documentaries unconditionally represents reality but just not everyone’s reality and truth. This led 
us to the dispute of representing others in a documentary and how this affects the audience. 
We have chosen theories that suit this line of thought including the rhetorical tradition. Using the 
rhetorical tradition enables us to understand how meanings are made between the documentarist, 
the documentary and the audience within a certain social and historical context and time. Without 
making definitive conclusions since the realm of these factors are subjective and dependent on each 
individual’s contextual situation. With our time and resources it was not possible or interesting for 
us to look at a vast amount of data of reaction and effect from the audience. Instead, we have 
worked through ethnomethodology by working through ourselves as audience members to 
implement that side of the communicational triangle. The analysis will show our interpretations of 
how the communication works within our case study. Furthermore, it focuses on how the subjects 
within Fahrenheit 9/11 are represented through the narrative of the film.          
Without claiming that we have taken a philosophical approach to this project, we have of course 
reflected upon the matters of truth, knowledge and meaning in coherence with documentaries. 
Furthermore, we have considered which angle we have chosen to penetrate this project from, which 
will be described in the following sections. 
2.3.  Discourse analysis 
Discourse analysis is characterized as being a number of approaches for analyzing the use of 
written, spoken or sign language. It is a research method that is used as a way to approach or think 
about a particular problem. It is used as a system of classification that enables individuals to read 
between the lines. In other words, it is used to reveal a text’s hidden motivations, and used as a way 
to interpret and make a deconstructive reading of a text or a problem area. In relation to the project 
work, discourse analysis grants us the ability to view and analyze written or spoken language from 
another perspective. It will ensure that there is a comprehensive understanding of all relevant 
aspects of the subject matter and will also make us think and reflect in a critical way. By using 
discourse analysis throughout the project, there will be paid attention to the fact that there are no 
real answers and that interpretation is merely subjective. This was worth remembering when 
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watching Michael Moore’s Fahrenheit 9/11, since the individuals involved are positioned and 
subjectivized in accordance with Moore’s portrayal of truth (Frohmann, 1992).  
2.3.1 Critical discourse analysis 
When it comes to the number of approaches within discourse analysis, the project work will solely 
be focusing on the textual approaches of critical- and multimodal discourse analysis. These seem as 
the most suitable textual approaches when working with documentaries due to the following: As 
mentioned, critical discourse analysis (CDA) is an approach that analyzes written, oral, and most 
importantly visual political discourse (Duff and Zappa-Hollman, n.d., 1). In other words, critical 
discourse can act as a theoretical orientation, a research program, or as a methodological 
framework, in which it examines and detects power relations among its participants (i.e. the 
language use of society, inequalities, discriminatory or manipulative practices within discourse). 
Teun van Dijk (1943-), a scholar in linguistics and critical discourse analysis, furthermore defines it 
as: 
“A type of discourse analytical research that primarily studies the way social power 
abuse, dominance, and inequality are enacted, reproduced, and resisted by text and 
talk in the social and political context” (Duff and Zappa-Hollman, n.d., 1-2). 
He is then referring to the influence of hegemony (transl. “the social, cultural, ideological, or 
economic influence exerted by a dominant group” (Merriam-Webster, n.d.)), and how it comes 
across through the practices of discourse, thus influencing the public within particular contexts. 
Because of the above mentioned traits, critical discourse analysis is preferable in its way to examine 
the ideology and the presented individuals that can be found in Fahrenheit 9/11. Furthermore, it 
was equally important to examine how these subjects are discursively constructed and positioned 
upon the documentarist’s narrative i.e. his hegemonic political and social beliefs, which his truth is 
constructed upon, and in what contexts (and power relations) these individuals and characters are to 
be found within his documentary. 
2.3.2. Multimodal discourse analysis 
Due to the development of digital technologies e.g. digital videos and cameras, computers and 
analysis software, multimodal discourse analysis has become an important and interesting approach 
within discourse analysis. Its approach, in which it is focusing on meaning-making through the use 
of different modes within communication, that is speech, color, taste or design of images (as 
opposed to meaning-making in language only), makes it a useful candidate when looking at 
documentaries (Jones, n.d, 1.). In this case, when analyzing language that is used in a particular 
	   6	  
context, it can result in a distorted meaning due to the fact that the language being used is 
completely out of context compared to what is going on visually in the particular setting or clip. 
That is, language might not always play a role in terms of what is going on since there may be 
situations, where language is not involved or used in a different manner (Jones, n.d., 1).
In terms of the case study, multimodal discourse analysis will be used to distinguish between the 
general ambient sounds i.e. sound effects and spoken languages being constituted in the 
documentary. Different combinations of sounds and cinematic effects are therefore worth noticing 
when focusing on how the documentarist can create (his/her) meaning. An example could be the 
fact that the sounds being presented are not synchronized with its visual counterpart; or the fact that 
the presented sounds are being used as a way to structurally create a sense of cohesion in relation to 
the visual structures being presented. These combinations, i.e. the various ways of using visuals, 
cinematic effects and sounds, contribute to the complexity and power of a documentary (Bateman, 
n.d.). 
2.4. The process of transcription 
In order to further understand and investigate the case study, it was found necessary to have 
transcriptions of particular scenes and clips from the documentary. Therefore, in order to transcribe 
these scenes in a proper and precise manner, it was necessary to find and use a transcriptional 
software program. CLAN was then downloaded, installed and used as a single application.  
This transcriptional program consisted of two things: 
 
1. The CLAN editor. This was used for uploading and editing audio and video files in 
CA format (conversation analysis format). 
2. Additional functions e.g. playback, linkage to files, fonts, data validation, adding 
specific codes to the files as well as shipping data to other programs (Childes, 2013). 
 
At first, the program seemed confusing and unmanageable to set up. The file that was intended to be 
used could not be detected by the program itself and was therefore in need of being converted into 
another type of file. The various codes and the specific header template associated with the program 
were equally difficult to understand and work with in the beginning. As the program was gradually 
taught, both independently and with/without the use of its tutorial, CLAN became easier to use for 
the project work’s transcriptions. However, our difficulties in the beginning are worth mentioning 
because it changed the plans for the project: the technical problems hindered us from all 
transcribing and having several transcriptions of each scene. Instead, we settled for two 
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transcriptions of the first scene and one transcription of the last two. Having a few transcriptions of 
each scene would give us an idea of how different each of us saw the different scenes.  
 
The advantage of transcribing is i.a. the opportunity to gain knowledge on the case study in a 
different way: The fact that we transcribed the scenes ourselves provide us with a better 
understanding of our case study than if we had just seen and analyzed the documentary, or used a 
pre existing transcript of the scenes.  
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3. Statement 
3.1. Introduction to Defining Documentary 
Before leading the focus of the report onto the more analytical and methodological part, it seems 
essential to take a look at the core of the project, namely the genre of documentary. As explained in 
the introduction, this project does not want to look at documentaries in the manner of content, that 
is, we do not want to investigate whether or not a specific documentary is true or false. The project 
will investigate certain issues within the genre of documentary as a whole and the fundamental 
layers that the genre is built upon. Voicing this, we are aware that even the most comprehensive 
researcher, in the area of documentary studies, finds this task very complex. This section seeks to 
present the issues of defining documentary, including questions like; what sets the genre of 
documentary apart from the fictional genre? How do we differentiate among documentaries? And 
how has the genre of documentary been enriched with the explicit role of authenticity that we 
commonly relate it to? 
3.1.1 What is a documentary? 
The task of defining documentary as well as differentiating among them might be  slightly more 
difficult than first imagined. Even the task of separating the genre from the genre of fiction calls for 
a more thorough revision. Each documentary and genre is made with different purposes and may 
have many objectives; either they want to scare you, inform you, entertain you, or bore you, try to 
provoke and persuade you or maybe something else. Generally speaking, the genre of documentary 
is thought of as films addressing the actual real world, i.e. the world that we live and interact in, and 
not a fictive narrated world, imagined and created by a filmmaker (Nichols, 2010:xi). This 
distinction between notions of reality and fact, and imagination and fiction, is naturally implying a 
different relationship between filmmaker and audience as they grant very different expectations. 
But as Bill Nichols, a pioneer and leading researcher in the field of documentary films explains in 
his book Introduction to documentary (2010), an absolute separation between fiction and 
documentary is not depicted despite the differences: 
 
“Some documentaries make strong use of practices such as scripting, staging, 
reenactment, rehearsal, and performance that we associate with fiction. Some adopt 
familiar conventions such as the individual hero who undergoes a challenge or 
embarks on a quest, building suspense, emotional crescendos, and climatic 
resolution.” (Nichols, 2010: xi). 
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In the same way as some documentaries make strong use of conventions and techniques, we 
normally associate with fictions, so do fictions also make use of characteristics we recognize from 
the genre of documentaries, such as “location shooting, non-actors, hand-held cameras, 
improvisation, found footage (…), voice-over commentary and natural lightning.” (xi). To have a 
paramount separation rule that encounters all films of fiction and documentary at any point of time 
may not be crucial and is maybe not realistic, as what we perceive as distinct as well as what we 
perceive as indistinct, or rather connected, to the genre of documentary is in constant flux (xii). To 
the same degree, our perception of what we think of as fiction is put to the test when we are 
watching a so-called based-on-a-true-story-film, for instance. It gives the film a huge amount of 
authenticity, even though we do not have the faintest idea about the amount of creative interference 
the story has been enhanced with by the filmmaker. The documentary tradition, as Nichols argues, 
is heavily relying on the ability to convey an impression of authenticity, to depict a perfect 
correspondence between images and reality (xiii). New digital media, technologies and styles are 
attesting to the authenticity of the documentary and are encouraging fidelity between the 
documentary and the reality or actuality (xiii). When John Grierson defined the genre of 
documentary, in the 1930s, as a “creative treatment of actuality”, he acknowledged that 
documentaries are creative endeavors and that they draw and refer to our historical reality though 
representing it from a distinct and subjective perspective (6-7). This definition, as we shall detect, is 
by no means antiquated, and although it has been elaborated on it is still a reference point for 
researcher’s and theorist’s of documentary today. This is exemplified when Nichols outlines what 
he refers to as three commonly accepted assumptions about documentary, which are both helpful 
and misleading at once. 
3.1.2. The three commonsense assumptions 
Nichols draws attention to three commonsense assumptions, which initially prove aid to our 
understanding of documentary while also being misleading (7). Built and extended upon Grierson’s 
definition, he introduces the first assumption: “Documentaries are about reality; they’re about 
something that actually happened” (7).  That is, documentaries are not only a creative treatment of 
actuality, they are a representation of actual situations or events. Nichols explains how genres of 
fiction are also addressing aspects of reality, dealing with political and social issues, or are telling 
the true story of a historical person. But where the fictional narratives (often) build on allegories, 
i.e. a created world parallel to the real world, documentaries refer and speak directly about the 
actual historical world. They often draw on actual events and people that belong to our world, as 
well as making use of actual sounds, footages, which altogether provide the verifiable evidence and 
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authenticity that the genre relies on. (7) The second assumption, “documentaries are about real 
people”, also calls for revision. Although true, this statement does not separate documentary from 
fiction, as Nichols explains (8). The very distinction between documentary and fiction, when it 
comes to representation of individuals, is located in the played character i.e. actors, of fictions and 
the un-played real person and people of documentary. The last statement of documentary that Bill 
Nichols addresses, is on the topic of storytelling . It says, “documentaries tell stories about what 
happens in the real world” (10), but whose story is told when the documentary is telling a story; the 
filmmaker(s)’s or the subject(s)’s? Either case, how much can we rely on? Indeed these questions 
leave room for a great amount of ambiguity, especially because documentaries are not a 
reproduction of reality but a representation of it, as Nichols argues (13). Contrasting and revising 
each assumption, he offers what he believes to be a more precise definition of the genre: 
 
“Documentary film speaks about situations and events involving real people (social 
actors) who present themselves to us as themselves in stories that convey a plausible 
proposal about, or perspective on, the lives, situations and events portrayed. The 
distinct point of view of the filmmaker shapes this story into a way of seeing the 
historical world directly rather than into a fictional allegory” (14) 
3.1.3. The three-way relationship  
If documentaries are representations of reality the question that Nichols proposes, “How should we 
treat the people we film” (Nichols, 2010:59), indeed seems very crucial. In like manner as fiction 
and documentary involve very different relations and expectations to the audience, so do they 
involve a very different relation to the subject(s) portrayed. The three-way relationship is a 
formulation, which is concerned about the filmmaker’s representation of others. It is based on a 
three-fold interaction between (1) the filmmaker, (2) the subjects or social actors, and (3) the 
audience. The most classic formulation, according to Bill Nichols, is “speak about them to you” 
(Nichols, 2001:13). The filmmaker can choose to convey him- or herself and take on a personal 
persona, either by speaking directly on and off camera or indirectly through a surrogate. Either way, 
the emphasis will be shifting between persuasion and expression. The filmmaker may want to 
convince the audience of a certain point of view or sway them to adapt a certain approach, though it 
may represent a very personal and subjective view of things. What gets expressed is the 
filmmaker’s own personal and unique perspective of things, as Nichols explains (14). However, 
what is spoken about are rarely personal issues, the documentary engages the world and topics of 
public and common interest. But the claims, arguments, way of portrayal and assertions, made by 
the documentarist, support an underlying personal agenda (15). A way of conveying and reaching 
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out to the audience is through persuasion, i.e. rhetorical and cinematic means, which we will be 
looking into later on. Casting light on the means of persuasion, available to the filmmaker, should 
also serve to portray the relationship between filmmaker and subject(s), subject(s) and audience, 
and lastly audience and filmmaker to an even greater extent.  
3.1.4. Modes of documentary 
The diversity of the films, constituting the tradition of documentary, contributes to the fluidity that 
is found within the tradition, but Bill Nichols offers somewhat of a classification system. 
According to the renowned researcher, modes of documentaries are distinct ways of representation. 
In a sense, they are a way of dividing documentaries into genres, though many documentaries can 
be classified in relation to several modes and models, as they can be combined and changed within 
the same documentary (Nichols, 2010:154). Nichols classifies the genre into six distinct modes of 
documentary: (1st) the expository, (2nd) the observational, (3rd) the interactive/Participatory, (4th) 
the reflexive, (5th) the performative and last (6th) the poetic mode. In his view, the first four modes 
are the most dominant and crucial ones when looking at how a documentary is constructed (Nichols 
1991:32), which is the reason why they will be at our focus in the following
 
The Expository mode  
This mode is characterized by its direct way of talking to the viewer. For the expository mode of 
documentary, it is not uncommon for there to be “voice-of-god” commentaries. The main focus for 
the documentarist using this mode is thereby the voices rather than the images, as images are only 
there to constitute the meaning of the spoken words. This mode therefore mainly relies on the 
voices of the voice-overs and the ability of such voice to convey the message (Nichols 2001:34). A 
good example would be of a documentarist using a voice-over to utter his personal opinions, while 
using images that emphasize and further build on the opinions uttered to form a more persuasive 
message.  
 
The Observational mode  
In the observational mode the documentarist has his/her focus solely on the events that transpire in 
front of him and his camera. In its purest form, this mode does not even include voice-overs, 
interviews or reenactments. This is a mode where the only way of altering the events is by editing. 
The purpose of this mode is to show the reality of the documented without interfering or distorting 
it. This mode is however very hard to distinguish if whether or not the events have been altered. 
We, as the viewer cannot know if the documentarist has in an way interfered in what we see (39). 
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Participatory/Interactive mode 
This mode can easily be seen as an opposite to observational mode. Interactive mode stresses the 
documentarist’s desire to interact with the subjects of the documentary. This mode is focused on 
making the interviewee seem legit by using images to further prove the point of this subject. 
Thereby the documentarist is interactive, he chooses who to interview, how to interview and 
thereafter he chooses which images should be in the background to prove a certain point. All this 
works to make the documentarist more powerful and for him to more significantly convey his 
beliefs or opinions (44). This mode is very common for political documentaries as interviews 
conducted by the documentarist are not uncommon. It is also common for the documentarist to edit 
the scenes so that it better corresponds with his/her objective for the documentary. One of the 
potential problems of this mode is that we as the viewers cannot fully know how much the 
documentarist has participated in order to make the desired statement of the documentary clear (47).  
 
The Reflexive mode 
This mode focuses on how the documentary has been made. This can be shown by the 
documentarist via images of preparation for an interview or of him/herself editing in order to show 
the audience how it has been done. The mode is not very common and when used it is done in order 
to question or legitimize the other modes selected by the documentarist. It is done to show the 
viewer how the documentary was made and let them think of the methods used by the 
documentarist. The risk of this is that we, as viewers, do not know whether it is shown in order to 
demonstrate how a documentary can be created or if it is shown to legitimize the methods of the 
documentarist. Furthermore, that exact scene or clip may just as well be edited (56-57). 
 
Modes in practice 
These modes are very different, but can in theory all be used within the same documentary. It may 
not be purposeful to do so, as too many different modes may confuse the audience about the 
approach and direction. When making the documentary, the documentarist has to take into 
consideration, what he aims at telling and how. When that is clear, the documentarist will have to 
merge the concepts of rhetorical- and cinematic means with the chosen modes in order to make his 
truth obvious in the documentary. 
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3.2. Means of persuasion 
Bill Nichols’ modes of documentaries are a way of viewing documentaries or rather a way of 
classifying them. As explained, a documentary might not only be classified into one mode, it can 
adopt and belong to multiplinary models and modes. The documentarist can select and arrange both 
images and sounds in different ways that belong to distinct modes of documentaries, granting 
distinct qualities both for the subject(s) as well as for audiences. It would be very ambitious, if not 
impossible, to settle an absolute classification of mode for a documentary. The audience has a 
diverse way of viewing the same documentary as Nichols explains, “Different viewers respond 
more or less strongly to different aspects of the same film and classify it accordingly” (Nichols, 
2010:154). Michael Moore’s Fahrenheit 9/11, which will be examined  later on, corresponds to and 
emphasizes this very ambiguity. This is demonstrated in the different ways Moore is portraying the 
subject matter and the subjects. The documentary heavily relies on practices that appears under 
distinct modes as well as it make use of different form of appeals. Interviews, voice-over 
commentary, raw footages, shots of Moore interacting as a subject are i.a. what stresses the 
difficulties of categorizing it into specific modes. Assuming that every documentary has a purpose 
behind it, we must recognize the chosen way to go about the subject matter as a form of appeal or 
persuasion. That is, there is a specific purpose behind the chosen mode(s), i.e. the form and the 
structure of images and sounds, the (non)interference of the documentarist, the interviews or 
footages, etc. Each chosen and produced in favor of the persuasive appeal. 
3.3. Cinematic means 
In this section, we will dive into technicalities of filmmaking and more specifically the making of a 
documentary. In film production, the instructor decides what camera movement is necessary for a 
scene and how to edit scenes and clip it together. By using populist techniques e.g. easy to follow 
narrative structures and visual techniques, ensures entertainment (Owens, 2011). There are some 
basic terms when it comes to film techniques, which will be mentioned in the following section. 
This includes composition, editing and music. The cinematic means are significant in coherence 
with our project because it gives us an insight into the techniques a director uses to get his points 
across to the audience. These techniques are also important to highlight because they help to 
persuade, enlighten, argue or intervene depending on the objective. We assume that every scene is 
carefully thought out and has a function for the narrative of the film to be effective (Cairns, 2012).
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Frame, composition and sound 
There are many cinematic means to take into account, when looking at the chosen techniques of the 
filmmaker or documentarist e.g. the camera angle, sound and editing. The art of frame is capturing 
the right composition of a shot and thereby successfully communicating the desired message. 
Making use of specific camera movements and using symbolic objects within the shot all add to 
interpretation of the narrative (Nichols, 2010:132). It has to be noted that in documentaries, archival 
footage, which means using footage taken from other films, documentaries etc., is regularly used. 
Some documentary films are based more or less on this technique but it is a tool, which is important 
to reflect upon. Using archival footage means that the director does not have the power to decide 
e.g. camera angles, but does have the freedom to edit these images to suit the film (27). By using 
the archival footage or own footage, the director can do montages. Montages are commonly used 
and is a sequence of clips that are edited together for dramatic effect or to show a long period in one 
scene (133). 
 
The sound of a documentary is basically half the film and can be as powerful a communicational 
tool as the image. Diegetic sound is the sound produced when the clip is filmed. A commonly used 
sound technique in documentary is the use of non-diegetic sound, which is sound coming from a 
source outside the story space and it is invisible, for example added underlying music (28). So 
sounds, conversations or music from other clips or people will be matched with images that show 
something completely different. Thereby linking the associations from the sound to the image to 
create a whole new meaning. Furthermore, voice-over is frequently used as a narration throughout a 
documentary film. The voice often explains or comments on the visuals to ensure that  the audience 
follows the storyline coherent with the instructor’s wishes (67-69). 
 
Editing and omission   
The narration of a film is composed by settings, scenes and sequences. They are cut together in 
order for the film to work as a whole. There are different ways of cutting so the story can be formed 
and perceived in a lot of different ways. The way it is built up can be torn down and reproduced to 
surprise or underline the receiver’s expectations (23). One way of cutting is cross cutting, which is 
when the documentarist cuts between images of two different events that are supposed to take place 
at the same time (Frydenbjerg and Tolborg, 2003). An example of this could be from our case 
study, where Moore cuts between horrifying images of the two airplanes, flying into the Twin 
Towers, and Bush sitting in a classroom reading a book, showing no affection of the situation. 
Crosscutting enables the documentarist to take several threads and align them into one red thread.  
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The technique of omission is relevant to briefly touch upon. Omission is defined as, “someone or 
something that has been left out or excluded.” (Oxford Dictionary, 2012). Omissions can be very 
powerful due to the simple fact that things that are left out will often not be perceived as missing by 
the audience. When leaving out important information, people are allowed to jump to conclusions 
about the information that is presented. The documentarist has not failed to tell the truth, merely 
failed to tell the whole truth (Dean, 2007). A part of omission is decontextualisation and 
recontextualisation, which is defined as the following: “Consider (something) in isolation from its 
context” (Oxford Dictionary, 2012), and as, “Place or consider in a new or different context” 
(Oxford Dictionary, 2012). This is very interesting to reflect upon as the things left out can reveal a 
lot about the intention of the documentarist. When leaving out a comment of an interviewee or only 
stating half of the facts, it has to be reflected upon because it is a conscious decision which is made 
by the documentarist. 
3.4. The indexical quality 
As explained in the preceding section, the documentary or the genre of the documentary is i.a. 
categorized on the basis of the form and structure of images and sounds. Also the way we interpret 
and perceive the documentary relies on the same basis or more precisely on the indexical quality of 
the images and sounds as Nichols points out (Nichols, 2010:34-35). The indexical quality is what 
Nichols refers to as the relationship or correspondence between the image (not an image in sense of 
a portrait or picture, but image in sense of what is before the camera) and the photographed likewise 
the sound and the recorded. The quality of the recorded in relation to the world determines the 
audiences interpretation. That said; though there might be a good, almost perfect, correspondence 
between the images and sounds and the reality providing evidence of an argument, we cannot forget 
that a documentary is more than evidence, it is as Nichols writes, “also a particular way of seeing 
the world, making proposals about, or offering perspectives on it. It is, in this sense, a way of 
interpreting the world. It will use evidence to do so” (Nichols, 2010:35). In that sense, the images 
and sounds and the quality and style of them becomes a way of persuasion. What is brought for our 
eyes and ears casts us into somewhat of an interpretive arena, where properties such as cinematic 
techniques lead to our conclusion(s). 
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3.5. The rhetorical tradition 
The rhetorical tradition is the practical art of discourse and is an interesting discipline to investigate 
in relation to the project. By looking at the ethical, emotional and logical proofs (ethos, logos and 
pathos) in the transcribed scenes, the strategy within the communicative processes will be revealed 
(Griffin, 2009:280). 
 
Within this project work, the rhetoric tradition will be used to investigate how a documentarist, 
Michael Moore transmits stimuli through language, sounds and images; how this transmitted 
message affects his audience to respond, think and act in a particular way; how the content reflects 
his intentions or how the content could be reflecting the background he draws his conclusions upon 
(Roberts-Miller, 2008). The rhetoric theory will further help this project work to investigate how he 
presents himself and his subjects; who he identifies as his audience; what the subjects say; the way 
he structures his statements, and finally his linguistic (and filmic) style (Ibid). 
3.5.1. The power of discourse 
The advantage of rhetoric is the whole concept of the power of words; rhetoric can not be improved 
through theorizing but can only be improved by means of practice. It is therefore clear if the 
communicator, in this case the documentarist, has the gift of the gab. It will be revealed in his or her 
eloquence, including the “quality” of appeal through the cinematic means, i.e. the production and 
arrangement of sounds and images. It becomes apparent in the respective scenes, and when they are 
put together, it is clear how the documentarist uses rhetorical means throughout the documentary to 
his or her own advantage (Craig, 1999:74-76). Most topics that are discussed are imbued with the 
documentarist’s portrayal of the truth. It is therefore highly crucial for him or her to seem credible 
in order for his or her message to be effective. This credible character is often achieved through a 
planned communicative process i.e. the use of rhetorical means, which will leave the audience in a 
sympathetic mood, where they may not question the content (Roberts-Miller, 2008). This is 
compelling in relation to the use of rhetoric as a method, since the case study seems as a matter of 
persuasiveness. However, it is true that one can manage to seem persuasive without even knowing 
it. The theory of rhetoric is therefore to reveal all conscious means of persuasion within any topic 
whatsoever, which is the reason why it was so important to include rhetorical means in relation to 
the subject matter (Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 2002). 
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3.5.1. The Rhetorical Triangle 
When talking about rhetorical analysis, the rhetorical triangle is often referred to. The triangle 
illustrates lines going in different directions in order to indicate elements to consider when looking 
at e.g. a text (Roberts-Miller, 2008). Since it is only necessary to focus on the author and the 
audience (sender and receiver), the following section will be dealing with these. 
 
According to Fig. 1.1., the rhetorical triangle, there is an author (Documentarist), producing a text 
(documentary) to an audience. This documentary is influenced by the documentarist’s intentions 
and perceptions of what the audience wants to know and not know. The documentary is further 
influenced by the immediate context (how much time he has to produce the documentary in, or how 
he can incorporate certain information) and a larger background (knowledge he draws his 
statements and conclusions from) (Roberts-
Miller, 2008). The lines, connecting the triangle, 
are of course going both ways. They illustrate 
how the documentarist affects the content of the 
documentary, how the documentary affects the 
audience and how the audience affects the 
documentarist. The more the three “corners” of 
the triangle work together, the more likely the 
documentarist is to create an effective 
communication product and vice versa (Ibid). Of 
course, it is worth noticing that viewers may 
interpret and watch the documentary differently 
and that there might be things that the audience 
knows, which the documentarist does not know. It is therefore very common to focus on some of 
the rhetorical elements (in this case, the documentarist →  content → audience-relationships), when 
dealing with a rhetorical analysis (Ibid).  
 
The Author 
In terms of the author, in this case the documentarist, it is worth remembering that there is either an 
actual author or an implied author. The actual author is the person or the group of people who 
wrote a text. In this case, the actual author is the documentarist who produces a documentary to an 
audience - while an implied author is a documentarist, whom the audience imagines from the 
communication product itself (Ibid). Some documentaries, which appear to have been made by a 
single documentarist may in fact have been strongly influenced by other people e.g. by editors with 
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technical skills, who come up with suggestions to how the different scenes should or could be 
merged together in order to effect the audience the most. Furthermore, the fact that a documentary 
is produced by one documentarist does not mean that s/he is the same person as the person who is 
depicted in the documentary itself. For instance, Michael Moore can seem informative, trustworthy 
and credible in Fahrenheit 9/11 but may come off as persuasive, provocative and narrow minded 
outside his documentary (Ibid).  
 
It is also important to see if the communication product shows any signs of varying intentions e.g. 
by producing a documentary that either appeals to a specific audience and/or by producing a 
documentary that appeals to critics. It is worth figuring out the main point of the documentary and 
how the documentarist wants his/her audience to feel or react to the content of the product (Ibid). In 
the case of Fahrenheit 9/11, the varying intentions of wanting to be provocative, while still 
informal, and appealing to a specific audience is done with success and without conflicts between 
the two intentions: As mentioned in our case study section, his awards for Fahrenheit 9/11 shows 
the massive effect of his communication product and how large an audience it has gained, whether 
critics or supporters.  
3.5.2.  The rhetorical appeals 
According to the Greek philosopher Aristotle (384–322 B.C.), rhetoric is categorized as discovering 
all possible means of persuasion. Within this classification, Aristotle mentions three sub-
classifications: 
1. The courtroom, also known as forensic speaking. This is based on an individual who 
addresses the judges, who try to determine the information provided by one or more 
person’s guilt or innocence, 
2. Political / deliberative speaking, when a subject e.g. a politician is trying to 
influence legislators and / or voters who possess the decision on future policy, 
3. And ceremonial speaking, which heaps blame or praise on others for the benefit of 
spectators (Griffin, 2009, 280). 
There are three available rhetorical proofs in the name of logical (logos), ethical (ethos) and 
emotional (pathos), which the communicator can use to sway and influence the audience.  
 
Logos 
When speaking of logical proof, Aristotle focuses on two forms of logos: the enthymeme and the 
example. An enthymeme is basically an incomplete version of a deductive syllogism, which is, 
“[...] A form of deductive reasoning consisting of a major premise, a minor premise, and a 
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conclusion” (The American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language, 2000). To illustrate, one 
could create the following syllogism in which it is shown how enthymemes function as proofs or 
demonstrations in deductive arguments: 
 
Major or general premise: All people are created equal 
Minor or specific premise: I am a person 
Conclusion: I am equal to other people (Griffin, 2009: 281). 
 
Ethos 
When talking about ethos, there are three qualities, which help to underpin the foundation of high 
source credibility - intelligence, character and goodwill: 
 
1. Perceived intelligence treats knowledge and shared values. The documentarist has 
competences within an area, which makes him/her seem credible, truthful and 
reasonable. (Marquardt Frederiksen, 2007-2010).  
2. Virtuous character deals with respect towards virtues, and to refrain from using 
dirty tricks. As a documentarist, it is good to comply with general, normative rules 
(Ibid).  
3. Goodwill is vital to have. The documentarist is forced to prove to that he agrees on 
the same basic values as his audience. S/he has to be sincere and committed to 
his/her audience and their comfort in order for them to judge his intentions as good 
(Ibid)  (Griffin, 2009:283). 
 
Also, when speaking of ethos, the way the sender has a personal experience to the particular topic 
or situation can be useful. The documentarist can prove this by telling a story, which the audience 
can relate to, "I remember a time when I ...," as this creates credibility. Ethos is also reflected in a 
calm voice and controlled body language, or by referring to authoritative individuals who share the 
same views and values as the documentarist, or his/her audience (Marquardt Frederiksen, 2007-
2010). 
 
Pathos 
Pathos is appealing to the audience’s emotions. This can be done through descriptions of 
individuals, their actions and words. The use of a figurative language (metaphors and analogies), 
helps the audience’s to create and produce the content of the message themselves, which gets them 
on the documentarist’s side (Ibid). Pathos is also a measure that helps the documentarist create 
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emotional appeal, in order to persuade and influence the audience's overall decision-making. It is 
important for the documentarist to consider what feeling is most convenient to use in a particular 
situation. It is therefore interesting to look at some of the ways to play with the different emotional 
appeals: 
An emotional appeal could for example be friendship vs. hatred. In the context of hostility, it is 
necessary for the documentarist to induce kind feelings towards his/her audience. This can be done 
by considering others well-being before considering oneself. The audience will naturally think of 
the documentarist as being friendly, thus liking him/her even more. Aristotle mentions love or 
friendship as a mutual warmth: the whole idea of the documentarist pointing out common goals, 
experiences, attitudes and desires to his/her audience (Griffin, 2009:284). 
The documentarist could also appeal to e.g. fear vs. confidence by creating or talking about the 
consequences of inaction in relation to the concerning issue. (Marquardt Frederiksen, 2007-2010): 
The documentarist paints a vivid picture of a possible threat, proving that its occurrence is possible. 
The audience will thus feel vulnerable and more tenacious in terms of reducing fear, which can be 
done either by obeying or ignoring/avoiding the message that was given (Griffin, 2009:284). 
3.6. The subjective representation 
We have been familiarized with the issues of defining documentary and differentiating among 
them. We have gained a comfortable understanding of the working processes of the documentary, 
e.g. the threefold relationship between documentarist, audience and subject, and the style, form, and 
arrangement of sounds, voices and images. We have seen how the documentary is addressing our 
world and our reality; how it is a representation of others; how it has points of view and purposes to 
fulfill. It will often try to convince or persuade us, try to position us or make us adopt a subjective 
point of view of the documentarist. As the influential soviet filmmaker Dziga Vertov (1896-1954) 
says, “I’m an eye. A mechanical eye. I, the machine, show you a world the way only I can see it” 
(Lee-Wright, 2010:89). This underlines the subjective representation that documentary offers. And 
even though a documentarist sets out with an innocuous mission of presenting life as it is, s/he will 
often do so through juxtaposition of images and sounds and other filmic techniques to prove 
evidence, as in the case of Dziga Vertov (89). 
3.7. Subjectification and identification 
This is why it is not just important to look at the persuasive means being used by the documentarist 
to influence the audience. It is also crucial to turn the gaze of our interpretative consideration on 
how the people in the documentary are being subjects of manipulation, and how they become tools 
of persuasion for the documentarist. The audience of the documentary is already positioned in 
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relation to seeing a documentary, i.e. “I speak about them to you” (see three-fold relationship), but 
the subjects, the “them”, cannot avoid being positioned, both by the documentarist and the 
audience. In refined words, it is not only we, the audience, who are at risk of being persuaded and 
positioned, also the very persons in the documentaries, the social actors that is, becomes subjects, 
either intentionally or unintentionally, as the documentarist is representing the world and others in 
his/her subjective view. Even the documentarist becomes a subject of identification, as Nichols 
exemplifies when he talks about the clinical and disturbing undertone that derives from an objective 
gaze of a camera recording a traumatic event. (Nichols, 1991:155). But where the documentarist 
chooses to expose him- or herself in a certain light or position, the case of the people portrayed is 
not quite so simple. This leads back to the question of the ethical issue of representing others that 
was presented earlier,“how should we treat the people we film,” and hence the question of how the 
audience should perceive the subject(s). People are according to Nichols, “treated as social actors 
rather than professional actors… Their value resides not in the ways in which they disguise or 
transform their everyday behavior and personality but in the ways in which their everyday behavior 
and personality serve the needs of the filmmaker” (Nichols, 2010:46).  Naturally, the documentarist 
can only alter the subject matter and the subject(s), or individual(s), to a given extent before the 
audience losses the identification quality.   
3.7.1. Subjectification 
The concept of subjectification is founded by the French philosopher Michel Foucault (1926-1984) 
and refers to the social construction of a subject in a given context (The Public School, 2013). In 
other words, subjection is achieved in relation to other subjects and should be understood as fictive 
representations of ideas and beliefs in any given ideology. The French philosopher and Marxist 
Louis Althusser (1918-1990) explains that it is within the reflection or mirroring of others that 
individuals are recognizing and defining oneself and others in a given ideology (Youdell, n.d:11.). 
Althusser’s notion of the individual as being subjectivized, due to a given ideological state, depicts 
Foucault’s notion of the individual being constructed and subjectivized as a result of e.g. discourses. 
In other words, an individual is being subjectivized, in which s/he is reduced to a subject in 
relations to power through discourses. Power that is found within discourses is known as productive 
power and is able to compose and limit subjects, whom it is concerned with. Foucault is awarding 
two meanings of the word subject; firstly it can mean that one is “subject to someone else by 
control and dependence” and secondly it can be “tied to his own identity by a conscious self-
knowledge. Both meanings suggest a form of power which subjugates and makes subject to.” 
(Youdell, n.d:13). 
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3.7.2. The process of subjectification 
When focusing on the individual, it is worth focusing on the setting i.e. the persuasive means and 
power that are found within discourse, which play a part in terms of the development of the 
individual. These factors are considered as societal conditions, which the individual has to act in 
and with when it comes to the process of subjectification (Roskilde University, 2008). In this case, 
it encompasses an analysis of e.g. social, political and cultural contexts, including the interactions 
that are taking place between these contexts and the subjects. It is therefore worth remembering, in 
terms of this, that these different contexts give rise to a subject’s subjectivity, and that these 
subjective impressions are solely based upon the contexts, the subjects are acting with and within 
(Roskilde University, 2008). 
3.7.3. Identification 
From what is mentioned in the previous chapters; the cinematic- and rhetorical means, and the 
different modes of documentaries, are all very important factors when looking at how the 
documentarist influences and persuades the audience most effectively. Especially the way the 
documentarist is portraying the individuals, partakes a significant role in terms of the 
documentary’s quality of appeal. The identification process between the subject(s) portrayed and 
the audience serves as evidence or as Nichols explains “identification… is a form of emotional 
proof tied to the particulars of situation and character. It involves a tie between the viewer and the 
intersubjective domain of the character” (Nichols, 1991:156). The documentary itself is a 
communicative product, a powerful discourse that socially constructs the audience. The 
documentarist holds the power and ability to position, and hence subjectivize the social actors. 
Through the production and construction of images and sounds, i.e. how they are merged and put 
together, the documentarist is capable of putting forward a narrative, of a person for example, 
which the audience will perceive and identify with in relation to the societal conditions.  
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4. Analysis 
4.1. Introduction to analysis 
The following section will consist of an analysis of four scenes, which have been chosen from our 
case study Fahrenheit 9/11.  The selection of scenes was based upon what best represented the 
documentary as a whole. Therefore, we did not choose the four scenes because they stood out from 
other scenes in Fahrenheit 9/11, but because it became evident that we had to narrow down our 
analysis to a couple of scenes in order for us to gain an understanding of the working processes 
behind a documentary. Investigating and analysing a selection of scenes, instead of the 
documentary as a whole, should not be perceived as a limitation of the analysis, nor of the 
conclusions, rather the opposite. It enabled us to watch the respective scenes several times, to share 
and not least compare our observations, and hence thoroughly examine the before mentioned 
processes to a greater extent than we could have compassed looking upon the documentary as a 
whole. 
The analysis is divided into four sections, each entailing one of the four transcribed scenes and each 
examining the working processes in the respective scene. That is, each section explores how 
Michael Moore makes use of different and various cinematic and rhetorical means to convey his 
message and how these means implicitly reduces the audience, the subject(s) and Moore himself to 
mere objects, positioned in relation to each other through identification and subjectification. The 
conclusions, drawn from each section will contribute to a comprehensive understanding of 
Fahrenheit 9/11 and hence to the documentary genre in general.  
4.2. Scene 1: George W. Bush (see transcript 1) 
Introduction 
The first scene that the analysis will focus on, is a scene with several clips edited alongside each 
other to form one narrative and one time period. The initial clip that is shown is of former president 
George W. Bush, who in a speech warns the American citizens. He is stating, that the world has 
changed after September the 11th and that the USA has entered a dangerous security environment 
(19-20). From this clip of approximately 3 seconds, there is cut to another clip, which shows Bush 
in other surroundings saying that people should enjoy America’s great destination spots. Conflicting 
narrative clips continue to be shown alongside each other.  For the sake of clarity, we will call these 
chains of clips ‘the warning clips’ and ‘the patriotic clips’. In between these clips is an interview of 
Jim McDermott, a U.S. Representative and member of the Democratic Party,  who explains these 
conflicting narratives as a tactic of the American government, to confuse people. Finally, the scene 
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is complete with clip of Bush, on a golf course, uttering his agenda on terror only to shift the 
attention to his own golfing-skills subsequently. 
 
Cinematic Means  
This scene has a cinematic style, which is very common for Moore’s documentaries.  One could 
almost say that it is a trademark of Moore to use archive  clips that are taken from completely 
different places (that he himself has not shot) and align them to make his own narrative. This scene 
is no exception. He uses several techniques to control the narrative in the desired direction and 
engage the audience in the flow of the film. He commonly uses the technique of underlying music 
to give a certain feel to the clip. In this scene, there are two alternating pieces of music playing 
simultaneously with the images and original sounds. The Yellow Rose of Texas plays during the 
patriotic clips, and a drumroll plays during the warning clips. Note, that the music pieces do not 
continue but are replayed every time they are used. This gives the effect that it emphasizes that the 
chain of patriotic clips is not the same clip cut into small pieces and edited in between the warning 
clips, but rather they are different clips. So the music not only serves to give a certain feeling but 
also connects the respective clips and shows that they are recorded from more than one occasion. It 
is important for Moore to show that it is more than one clip to underline that Bush and the 
government on more than one occasion say contradicting things. Furthermore, the music gives the 
clips and the whole scene a comical effect.  Even though the warning clips have drum rolls and the 
patriotic clips have patriotic music, the music has the opposite effect. This is due to the fact that the 
narrative of the scene basically points out that the government tactics are playing the American 
people for fools and that it is more of a circus show than honest politics. 
 
Diving a little deeper into the cutting and editing of this scene, the origin and the narration will be 
the focus. As Jim McDermott, who is used as an “expert”, states in the scene, the strategy of the 
American government was to confuse the American people by telling them contradicting things, i.e. 
you are in danger vs. go enjoy life. This is demonstrated through the clips that are shown. Instead of 
merely letting McDermott explain the strategy, Moore uses these clips to prove his point. Proving 
one’s point might seem like the best way to win an argument, but in Moore’s case is it far from that 
simple. The time origin of the clips are unknown to the audience, which is an advantage for Moore. 
This means that he is able to align and use them in any order and manner that he wants. The whole 
scene is an example of omission since the context and date of the clips are unknown. When Donald 
Rumsfeld says “We have entered what may very well prove to be the most dangerous security 
environment the world’s known” (25-26) it could have been about so many other things than the 
war on terror. Likewise could the clips of Bush, speaking about the “joyful” America, be taken 
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completely out of context and then be put together in order to create the narrative wanted. As 
explained, none of the clips have a time period attached, which means that we cannot rely on the 
fact that the clips are shown in the original chronology. Rather, we assume that they are merged 
together to provide evidence of Bush’s and the government’s tactical manoeuvre to scare and 
confuse the American population. The origin of these clips are completely different, and while 
watching the documentary the viewer does not have a chance to comprehend the actual contexts. 
Despite the questionable way the scene is structured, there is a good chance that the viewer does not 
even question this. The flow of the images is so fast that the common audience will not get to 
reflect critically on the omission of the scene. The music, the cutting, the“expert” all serve to make 
his point seem probable. Furthermore, the scene is so short that reflections like these are unlikely. 
So it is not that the clips are fake or untruthful because it is events that actually did happen, but in 
this context they can be controversial. 
 
The rhetorical persuasion 
In this part, we will be looking at the narrative of the scene by looking at the build-up of the 
rhetorical means used. Furthermore, we will be looking closer at the clip of McDermott through 
interactional analysis of the interview. We will use the aforementioned ‘the rhetorical triangle’ to 
understand the complex system of contextual understandings between the author, text and audience. 
Upon this, the author is Michael Moore, the text is this specific scene and the audience is the 
audience of the documentary. Due to the fact that the text is not a speech or a direct utterance from 
Moore, it can be more puzzling to structure his ends. This means that whenever Moore makes a 
point and tries to prove it, he is appealing to make his work credible and thereby also himself 
credible. The narrative of this scene is to show how Bush has the American people wrapped around 
his little finger. McDermott directly states this in the film; “ It’s like a- training a dog. You tell him 
sit down, you tell him roll over at the same time. The dog doesn’t know what to do well American 
people were being treated like that” (36-38). This is the actual/direct message and argument, which 
Moore wants to stress. Through cinematic means, i.e. image and sound (re)production, and the 
expert figure of McDermott, he is able to conceal and voice his point(s) simultaneously. Moreover, 
this scene is merely one more building block in the overarching narrative of the film, which 
ultimately is to undermine Bush and the government by showing how manipulative and ill willed 
they are. By undermining Bush and the government, Moore is actually strengthening his own ethos. 
He is trying  to save the American people, which shows good character and goodwill. The factor of 
ethos is very much dependent on shared values between the documentarist and the audience. A 
person who is very much pro Bush, would probably find Moore’s documentary and theories very 
far fetched. Whereas a person who is anti Bush would be more inclined to believe his arguments. 
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Moreover, the ethos of the scene is founded in the expert knowledge of McDermott, who vouches 
for the theory and also lays a foundation for the logical proof. Initially, it would be compelling to 
look at McDermott’s argumentation tactics, but it seems to earn a triviality when recognizing how 
his fact is constructed and used as a small, but important part of a logical proof. When he puts 
forward the analogy between the American people and a dog, he does so because he was allured to 
by Moore (or whoever that made the interview). McDermott’s statement, in relation to the 
conflicting clips, is proving evidence for Moore’s narrative, both in this scene as well as for the 
complete documentary. His utterances about Bush and the government is in fact Moore’s in 
disguise. While the clips of McDermott appear to be from some sort of an interview, he talks to an 
invisible person, which means that we have not got the slightest idea about the questions provoking 
the utterance. What we cannot mistake though is that McDermott has been asked certain leading 
questions in order to make him answer in a specific way. This construction enables Moore to utter 
his agenda without divulging it himself. As explained, McDermott is presented in between the 
respective warning- and patriotic clips, which makes him an emphasizer of the shown and vice 
versa, the clips become an emphasizer of McDermott’s, i.e. Moore’s utterance.  
 
Subjectification 
The credibility that is attached to McDermott through his “expert” role, and the way he is used in 
between the two conflicting clips, makes the ethical and logical reasoning complete. And to finish 
off perfectly, leading the audience in complete despair and indignation, Moore is portraying Bush 
as the insufficient and ignorant President, who is more interested in his own golfing, than in the 
well-being of the people. The golfing clip might as well as the other clips be taken out of context, 
i.e. when Bush says, “we must stop the terror. I call upon all nations, to do everything they can, to 
stop these terrorist killers” (40-41) we cannot know whether it is a statement in relation to 9/11, or 
a general statement about terror, maybe even uttered before the 9/11 attack, or in relation to a terror 
violation in Africa for example.  
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Nevertheless, when Bush right after turns toward his golf practice, urging the journalists to watch 
his golfing skills, it stimulates a profusion of negative emotions in the audience. The whole scene, 
i.e. the constructed narrative in it, is attempting to stimulate negative emotions in the audience 
toward Bush and the government. It does so by portraying and positioning him in ways we perceive 
as insufficient and untrustworthy.  
 
The storyteller 
What is important to remember is that Moore, and all other documentarists for that matter, are 
trying to tell a story. And although (as we learned) documentaries speak directly about our lived 
world and about real people who do not participate as actors but as themselves, we must remember 
that documentaries are representations of interpretation. They are not an imaginary interpretation of 
what might have happened, but rather plausible representations of what actually happened as 
Nichols has argued (Nichols, 2010:10-11). This means that it is the documentarist’s, in this case 
Michael Moore’s interpretation of the people and the history that is portrayed for our eyes and ears. 
To tell his story, and more important, to convince his audience about it and get his message across, 
he has to make decisions of what images and sounds to show and how to exhibit them. As we have 
grounded above, the different means of persuasion, i.e. rhetoric- and cinematic means, are indeed 
intertwined. With use of different cinematic techniques, Moore is able to emphasize and build on 
his rhetorical persuasion. In other words, the use of cinematic techniques, the construction and 
production of images and sounds, becomes a part of the rhetorical argumentation and vice versa. 
The scene as well as the documentary as a whole becomes a powerful discourse, capable of 
constructing social meanings through the subjective representation of others by Moore. In this sense 
it is not only Bush, McDermott and the government officials who become positioned and 
subjectivized, but we, the audience, are as well at risk of being positioned, when persuaded to adopt 
certain ideas about Bush and the government’s response to 9/11. 
  
	   28	  
4.3. Scene 2: The American Army (see transcript 2) 
Introduction 
The second scene that the analysis will be focusing on has a lot in common with the first scene in 
relation to how it is constructed. In the same way as we saw before, images portrayed vs. what is 
said, becomes evidence of Moore’s underlying agenda. The first clip that is shown is, as in the first 
scene, of former President George W. Bush who informs the American citizens that American and 
coalition forces are entering Iraq to disarm and free its people (21-22).  Simultaneously, a montage 
of clips of Baghdad, Iraq, and its population’s everyday lives is depicted (19-20). The different clips 
are all filmed during daylight, and works in a composite way due to the constant changes between 
the different clips and their content. It creates a feeling of one narrative being present, and that there 
are different everyday-events within the same time period. The scene cuts from rather peaceful 
surroundings to clips of explosions, missile firing and bombs falling (28), concurrently with 
Moore’s voice explains how Bush and the US military invaded a nation that had never cost harm to 
any American (31-35). From that clip there is a cut to another of 35 seconds, showing the 
consequences of the invasion (38-41). This is followed by clips of American soldiers talking about 
the invasion of Iraq, simultaneously with images shifting back and forth between the soldiers 
talking and footages of the battlefield.  
 
Cinematic means 
The way that the clips of the scene are merged together creates a feeling of one narrative. 
Furthermore, the constant cuts between the clips do also indicate how editing is in order to create 
somewhat of a first-person narrator through the images and sounds. 
A narrator, i.e. images and sounds, who depicts the contradiction 
of what Bush is saying and what is actually happening. An 
example of this could be when Bush’s voice-over occurs and says, 
“At this hour, American and coalition forces are in the early 
stages of military operations · To disarm Iraq · To free its people · 
And to defend the world from grave danger [...]” (21-23) and 
images of children playing in the streets and women who are 
smiling are shown. 
 
Ordinarily, a voice-over acts as an objective narrator that explains and comments on what appears 
visually to ensure that the audience follows and understands the course of actions. In this case, 
Bush's official announcement of America’s undertaking in terms of the war is contradicting with the 
clips. Moore tries to influence the audience to perceive Bush as wrong doing in invading Iraq since, 
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according to the clips, there is no danger connected to Iraq. After Bush's official announcement, the 
montage of clips of bombs and explosions is depicted. Whether these clips are real footages of the 
attacks on Baghdad, Iraq, or whether these clips are archived footages of attacks on some other city 
or country, is difficult to indicate. However, the fact that the audience gets to see these explosions 
and bombs during night time, and that these attacks occur in what seems to be the same area, 
indicates to the audience, that the time period and city of these clips are the same. Furthermore, the 
fact that there is no background music, and only the sounds of the attacks (and sounds of ambulance 
or police sirens), emphasizes the sense of reality and presence the audience gets. When Michael 
Moore’s voice-over occurs simultaneously with the “bombing” clips, explaining or underlining the 
visuals, it is worth noticing that it only occurs in between the sounds of explosions and bombs, in 
order for the audience to thoroughly follow his descriptions i.e. his storyline (31-35). It also creates 
a sense of authenticity and gives the audience a chance to look upon this particular situation from 
his point of view. 
 
In the following clips, there is another montage of various American soldiers, including their 
thoughts and opinions in terms of the war in Iraq. The first soldier who is interviewed answers, “I 
think that is becauuse the US army, you know'uhh we came iiin · and we knew it wasn't gonna be 
easy and they'd pretty much hit first shot at everything that moved” (44-46). It is noticeable, upon a 
closer look, that the audience is dealing with archived clips. These could have been filmed during 
different time periods or even in different countries (e.g. Afghanistan), and put together in a manner 
that is in accordance with Moore’s narrative. 
 
The rhetorical persuasion 
Ethos is very used as President Bush addresses the nation. Bush wages war against Iraq in order to 
disarm the nation and to free its people. He is using the sentence to free its people in order to 
establish himself and the United States as the good guys (22). It shows goodwill because he is 
seemingly trying to free the people of Iraq, thereby showing him as a President that cares about 
other people. He also states that he and the coalition forces are protecting the world from grave 
danger thereby building on this image of him coming to rescue the world from the danger that is 
Iraq. 
 
Pathos is used in the part where we see the Iraqi people before the bombs fall, they are shown to get 
the audience to feel discomfort at the sight of these innocent people being hit by bombs, thus a 
recurring identification process is taking place between the audience and the children playing in the 
streets, women who smile and civilized men from the previous clips. Michael Moore also uses 
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logos when stating that Iraq is; “A nation that never attacked · The United States · A nation that 
have never threatened to attack the United States · A nation that has never murdered a single 
American citizen” (32-35). By stating the fact that they have not attacked the United States 
therefore we should not attack them, Moore shows a logical reasoning as to why it was wrong to 
invade Iraq, despite Bush's try to make it seem like the virtuous deed. Michael Moore repeats the 
phrase, “A nation,” at the beginning of each sentence, as a rhetorical tool that amplifies his point of 
Iraq being an innocent nation that has been invaded on false grounds. By calling it “A nation”, he 
also shows that he sees Iraq as a nation, not an enemy. The montage of the soldiers becomes very 
important for the rhetorical appeal of the scene.  The clip of the two soldiers, commenting and 
talking about their favourite track and how they can listen to music when waging war (56-60), is for 
example appealing to the audience’s judgement. The reliable appearance of the soldiers is destroyed 
as they both seem unaffected of the whole situation of picking music that fits to waging war. By 
asking the right question in order to get the right answer, the documentarist can subjectify both 
soldiers and position them to make them seem ignorant and impressionable. It is also worth noticing 
that both soldiers seem young and therefore may be inexperienced compared to an older soldier. It 
helps to damage their reliable appearance even more, thus losing the audience's trust. 
 
In a following clip, the last U.S. soldier of the whole “soldier-montage” is depicted. Like the others, 
he is also alternating the eye contact with the camera and the invisible interviewer while saying, 
“We picked the roof is on fire because ah, basically is similar as Baghdad being on fire and ah at 
the time wanted it to burn to get Saddam and his regime 
out” (73-75). To further illustrate the importance of the 
soldier’s favorite song, this soldier begins to sing some of 
it, while clips of soldiers taking cover behind two tanks, 
while detonating several bombs on the roof of an old 
building, and an older man is turning over the pages of a 
burned photo album with pictures of family and children, 
are shown. He finishes off by singing, “Burn motherfucker, 
burn,” not just looking directly into the camera, but also 
facing it completely while smiling (77).  
 
Ethos is widely used in this last part of the assembly of clips. It is worth noting how virtue does not 
have any significance to the documentarist: there is no respect and no refraining from dirty tricks, 
the reason why the last soldier nurses negatively towards the innocent people in Iraq through the 
use of the soldier’s favorite track, Let the bodies hit the floor, also as a way to nurture negative 
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emotions between him and the audience. The soldier's virtuous character is further devastated when 
he does not hide his thoughts about the Iraq war i.e. his evil intentions, “Burn motherfucker, burn!”. 
He also shows a lack of sympathy as we can detect a smirk on his mouth when singing the song, 
which further helps to destroy his virtuous character. 
 
Concluding remarks 
As it is seen in the above, it is clear how Michael Moore uses cinematic means to his own 
advantage. The different clips of Iraqi people’s everyday lives, and the following montage 
containing interviews of American soldiers, are used as a way to portray and position president 
Bush as implausible, irrational and untrustworthy. The subjectification of Bush is furthermore 
emphasized in the way Michael Moore positions the American soldiers as impressionable and cold-
hearted, since they are all following Bush’s commands without showing any emotional remorse, 
thus resembling the president himself. Not only by using and editing these different archived clips 
in a certain way and order, Michael Moore also synchronizes video- and audio files with different 
contexts together, as a way to decontextualize i.e. create the context that was needed. It is also 
revealed in the use of all rhetorical means, that these not only function as a way to convey his 
message by appealing to the audience's emotions, common sense and ethical beliefs, but that they 
also help to further explain and describe the scene's storyline in accordance to the way Michael 
Moore wants his audience to perceive it as. 
 
All of the above indicates a good mixture of persuasive means, in which Moore is able to convey, 
persuade and inform his audience of his (constructed) truth or reality. To be more concrete, what 
the audience sees is what he wants them to see, that is, the audience only gets to know president 
Bush, the American soldiers and the innocent people of Iraq from his point of view. In that way, he 
is able to impact his viewers in the exact way he wants them to be impacted, thus using this scene as 
a way of discourse, and as a way to position himself with power over his audience. 
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4.4. Scene 3: Lila Lipscomb at home (see transcript 3) 
Introduction 
The third scene is about Lila Lipscomb and her relations to the war in Iraq. Lila is the mother of two 
soldiers who fought in Iraq. The tone of the scene is serious and we mostly hear Lila talking. 
Sometimes, she is asked questions, which is asked by Michael Moore. We see Michael Moore 
appearing shortly three different times from 01:34:54-01:35:22, otherwise the camera is focusing 
only on Lila Lipscomb and the American flag, which she puts up in the beginning of the scene. 
Lila is telling her story, which starts off with her being supportive of the war, but in the end of the 
scene it seems like she somehow concluded that maybe war was not such a great idea after all. This 
is not the first time we see Lila Lipscomb in Fahrenheit 9/11. 
 
Cinematic means 
In the beginning of the scene, we hear a voice-over (Lila Lipscomb) telling the viewer about her 
relations to the war. However, the first voice we hear is Michael Moore asking her, “(Do) you 
consider yourself a proud American?”(10), to which she responds that she is probably more proud 
than the average, in fact, she is so proud that she cannot let the flag touch the ground. Meanwhile, 
we see Lila walking out of her house with a big American flag, and she walks over the lawn to put 
the flag up on the house. The scene is shot from behind her, so it somehow creates a feeling of us 
following her around, almost like we are just there, observing her everyday life. This is important 
for Moore to show; because it creates a feeling of what we see in this scene is not staged. Next, we 
see Michael Moore and Lila standing in what one would assume to be Lila’s kitchen, which creates 
a feeling that she invited Moore into her home, which again creates a feeling of realness. It is 
important for Moore to create an unstaged feeling, as it will help to create a ground for the message 
he wants to come forth in this scene. 
 
As mentioned, we only see Michael Moore a couple of times when he is asking Lila certain 
questions and not the whole time. It is very unlikely that the close-ups of Michael Moore are shot 
after the scenes with Lila are shot, since the scene is taking place in what seems to be Lila’s 
kitchen/home. However, it is most likely that Michael Moore edited the scene a lot to enhance the 
things he found most important to tell. The scene is shot very basically, and it seems like there is a 
minimum of people, besides Michael Moore there to shoot it. It looks like it is shot with a handheld 
camera, which in this scene furthermore adds to the feeling that we are just following Lila in her 
everyday life. We do not exactly see how many people that are there shooting the scene, since the 
only people we see are Michael Moore and Lila Lipscomb. When the camera is pointed at Moore’s 
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face, it looks like it is a bit closer than it is on Lila, which creates a feeling of intensity and 
compassion for Lila since he is sometimes filmed when hearing Lila’s response to a question he 
asked. Sometimes, the camera zooms in on Lila, e.g. when she is showing her multicolored cross, 
which in this particular scene creates an intense feeling around the cross and the meaning it is 
presenting: that she is multicultural and support all kinds of skin-color/races. 
 
The questions asked and the answers given sometimes seems a bit out of the chronological order, 
e.g. Lila is talking about her family’s relation to the military and Moore states that her family is a 
very strong military family and suddenly Lila says, “I have been known to be a conservative 
democrat,”(34), so that it almost sounds like Moore asked her, if that is what she is, which may 
then have been edited out afterwards. To this, Michael Moore answers, “mhm - thats what you 
consider yourself, yeah yeah it’s a great country,”(35). This looks and sounds like it has been 
edited and like there is happening 
something in between the sentence 
‘’that’s what you consider yourself’’ 
and the sentence ’’yeah yeah it’s a 
great country’’. Moore probably did 
this because he wanted some of 
Lila’s different standpoints to show 
very clearly. It also puts Michael 
Moore in a better position, because 
he is stating that he too is thinking 
that America is a great country. We are never actually told that they are talking about America 
when stating that ‘’it’’ is a great country, so what is ‘’it’’ really? Though of course, it seems more 
coherent if it is America, since they have just stated that Lila is a conservative democrat. The 
viewer almost needs to get to know her in a very short time, so Moore wanted to enhance the things 
about her that would make Fahrenheit 9/11 seem much more credible and important, which is then 
done by editing the scenes together to fit his own agenda. She is a loving mother, military 
supporter, conservative democrat, multicultural, not a racist – somehow, she is portrayed in a way 
that makes her seem like the ultimate American, since she has a lot of healthy beliefs and values. 
All of these things combined makes it easy for the viewer to feel compassion with Lila and also 
relate to her feelings, which then again makes it seems even worse when Lila, of all people, is then 
feeling the consequences of George W. Bush’s decisions regarding the war. 
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Primarily, the scene is shot in eye-level, which also adds to the realness of the scene and it gives the 
viewer a feeling of something that is not staged, even though as mentioned earlier, the scene is 
possibly longer but edited afterwards. In the end of the scene, we see clips from demonstrations 
while Lila and Moore is still engaging in their conversation. We do not know when the clips are 
from since this is not stated, but it is definitely a demonstration against war and we see a lot of 
people with homemade signs such as, “War kill people”. It is very likely archival footage. It is also 
in this part of the scene where it seems like Lila goes from supporting war to being against war, 
when she states that, “ but then I came to understand that they weren’t protesting the men and the 
women that were there, they were protesting the concept of the war”(55-57). It somehow seems like 
she too is against the concept of war. This also makes Lila seem like a very understanding person, 
since even though her family is involved in a lot of military activity, she still has an understanding 
of the fact that the concept of war is wrong and not something that is supposed to be practiced. 
 
The rhetoric persuasion 
The general feeling of the scene is very serious and it seems easy for the viewer to understand how 
Lila is feeling. She is talking about different feelings, both anger and happiness, even though the 
tone of the scene is a bit down and serious. The scene, however, does not leave a very serious/sad 
mark on the viewer. Despite this, it is safe to say that the scene is using pathos, since we are hearing 
Lila’s own experiences and opinions all based on her own emotions towards the military, the war 
and her family – all of the three combined. It is a very personal scene that gives us information 
about Lila, who she is and where she comes from. She is referring to her own family being in the 
military and going to war, which both includes her children, father, cousins and other family 
members. She sees herself and her family as 
the backbone of America, so it seems even 
more tragic that she had to lose a son in the 
war (we come to learn this later on).  
Moore is subjectifying Lila as someone who is 
a proud American, is supporting the military 
and who sees it as something to be proud of, if 
your family is in war, because it means that 
they are doing something good for the 
country, or as Lila puts it: “I know the lives 
that were lost and the blood that shed, so that 
I could be here and have a flag”(14-15).  She is saying that she is grateful that there are people out 
there, fighting in war, so that she and others can stay at home and feel safe. 
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This scene is sort of a prequel to what is about to come; that Lila’s son gets killed in war. All 
throughout the documentary, we see that Moore is using Ethos, Logos and Pathos, but this scene is 
using Pathos in a very personal way because we are told about a personal tragedy that is easy for 
most people to relate to. Moore needs something that people can easily relate to in order for him to 
get them caught up. The use of Pathos in Fahrenheit 9/11 is used to enhance the use of Ethos. We 
all know the feeling of the urge to cry, when we see someone else cry and we all know the feeling 
of being able to feel someone else’s pain. We almost adopt the feelings shown like it is our own. 
Bush has taken all of these decisions regarding e.g. the war, and Lila is the outcome of these 
decisions and the one affected by them – or at least, one of them – which are not good, considered 
how great a person Moore is portraying her to be. She has healthy values considered what the 
majority thinks. She almost serves as a general image of a mother, a good person, who lost a kid in 
battle; the ultimate American – not just Lila Lipscomb from Flint, Michigan. 	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4.5. Scene 4: Lila Lipscomb in Washington D.C. (see transcript 4) 
Introduction 
The scene shows Lila Lipscomb in Washington. In between the previous scene and this one, we 
have learned that Lila’s son has been killed in Iraq. The scene starts off with Michael Moore’s 
voice-over explaining why Lila has come to Washington. The scene focuses on Lila going to see 
The White House and her dialogue with a war protester and argument with a woman supporting 
Bush and the war in Iraq. The scene ends with Lila crying and saying, “I finally have a place to put 
all my pain and all my anger (ehh) and to release it.” (47), referring to The White House.  
Michael Moore starts off by the use of voice-over to describe the story behind why he is filming 
Lila in Washington. He tells us, that she has called him to tell that she is going to visit The White 
House. They have not agreed to meet and one gets the feeling that he has decided to come along 
and see what happens without an actual invitation. We do not see Michael Moore, but we get the 
feeling that he is behind the camera following Lila down Pennsylvania Avenue to The White 
House. In front of The White House, she stops to talk to a war protester sitting in front of The 
White House. Lila starts sobbing. The war protester is a woman named Concepcion Picciotto, a 
Spanish immigrant who has been protesting at that very spot since 1981 (Stein & Terkel, 2013). 
One could easily suspect Michael Moore of knowing about this woman who shares his and Lila’s 
views on President Bush and the war in Iraq. Therefore it is not unlikely that Michael Moore has 
decided the route Lila should follow in order to let them meet. The reason for Moore to bring her 
there could be to get his opinions uttered through others and without him having to open his mouth, 
as we saw it in the first scene with McDermott. Concepcion states her opinions about Bush and 
about the war in Iraq, “Bush killed children,” (21). The opinions are very similar to those of Moore 
and the opinion corresponds with what was shown in scene 2. Lila is there to give the scene a sense 
of the heartbreaking pain of a mother who has suffered because of Bush’s decisions. When talking 
to Concepcion, a third woman comes in and interrupts their conversation. Presumably a Bush 
supporter, the woman starts saying that all Concepcion’s and Lila’s beliefs are all a stage (31). She 
is likely to be referring to the opinions uttered about Bush but she could also be referring to 
Moore’s documentary. Because this part of the scene is probably staged. Michael Moore 
undoubtedly knew about Concepcion sitting there and he led Lila right over there, maybe he has 
arranged more. The Bush supporter starts arguing with Lila until Lila walks away and starts crying. 
Her crying closes the scene and leaves the viewer emotional and sympathetic.   
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Cinematic means 
Michael Moore’s way of filming in this scene is very basic. We get the feeling that he is the one 
holding the camera since we do not see him in any of the shots. Also, it seems to be free-hand 
photography and during the argument between the three women, the camera is very shaky and 
unstable. Lila is primarily filmed in eye level. This gives us a sense of being a spectator to 
something real and something that has not been staged, although it may have. In the end, when Lila 
starts crying, she bows down and the camera follows her down. In Michael Moore’s only voice-
over of this scene, he explains in very soft and thought-through sentences what is about to happen. 
He sounds very calm and relaxed and his way of using his voice and its tone makes the voice-over 
seem genuine and caring. Before this voice-over starts, there are applauds from the previous scene, 
where Bush has just held a speech. These applauds are left slowly fading and replaced by Lila 
walking in Washington and Moore’s voice-over. This is done for us to hear Bush’s speech, hear the 
applause and then see them ecko out and be replaced by one of the victims of Bush’s decisions, 
which have just been applauded. This is done to make us think about what a politician says and how 
their words may not be soothing for somebody that has lost a loved one. In total, there are 11 cuts in 
this scene and the scene seems like it has been taken within one time period, when looking at it the 
first time. Only when looking closely, one can see that it is not. Especially in the part after the 
women’s discussion has been cut and edited, where we have no idea of knowing what has been 
deleted and if what is left in the film is taken out of context. The whole scene seems very believable 
and it is hard to think that Lila is crying on command and that the part where she walks over to 
Concepcion has been taken a bunch of times. So Michael Moore may not have needed to leave out 
too much. It seems like he has left out parts of Lila’s utterings in the end, but how much we cannot 
know. There are cuts in between her sentences that makes one wonder if what we see is actually the 
real line of order in which these sentences were uttered. 
 
The rhetorical persuasion 
When looking at rhetorical persuasion, this 
scene is very emotional and thereby pathos 
is the most used persuasion of Michael 
Moore in this scene, but he also uses ethos 
in the beginning. The voice-over in the 
beginning, as before-mentioned, is very 
relaxed, caring and genuine, qualities that all 
make us see him as a man of goodwill. A 
man that has come out to Washington not 
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only to document but to support and help Lila. When meeting Concepcion in front of The White 
House, Concepcion says, “Bush killed children, Iraqi children, killing my people (...) They have no 
business to do in Iraq and they kill all this young american. For what? For oil. Bush is a terrorist.” 
(24). This statement is very personal, due to the reference to her own people getting killed, thereby 
making it a personal and emotional matter. When Lila tells about her son being killed, Michael 
Moore builds further on this form of emotional persuasion. Michael Moore is using Lila and 
Concepcion to his advantage and he uses them to give his film the cherry on the icing. These two 
women share Michael Moore’s beliefs concerning the war in Iraq and President Bush, thereby 
making them serve as an additional voice of truth to convey Moore’s message of the documentary.  
 
The subjective representation 
This scene has Michael Moore subjectifying these two women to convey an emotional and personal 
story of what Bush is doing. The decisions that Bush has made, has changed these women’s lives. 
The rhetoric of these women together help to convey Moore’s opinions. When the Bush supporter 
all of a sudden enters the shot by saying, “This is all staged, this is all staged,” she ends up looking 
like the bad person due to her 
unsympathetic approach. Lila’s 
way of talking profoundly, 
genuinely and softly while crying 
cannot help but affect us to feel a 
sense of pity for her. We, as the 
viewers are saddened by her 
story and therefore sympathize 
with her. When the “Bush 
supporter” then says these things, 
she seems cold, distant and 
obnoxious. We do not detect any sympathy from the Bush supporter towards Lila when Lila says 
her son has been killed. The Bush supporter only reacts by repeating her question, “Where was he 
killed?” (34) in a very hostile way . The first time she asks Lila, she actually approaches Lila when 
doing so in a very provocative fashion and she almost seems to not believe or care about Lila’s loss. 
When she lets Lila answer, she shakes her head and says “There are alot of other people too.” (38), 
thereby using logos to explain her reaction, i.e. other people died too, so don’t cry. When Lila walks 
away, the Bush supporter shouts, “Blame the Al-Qaeda!” (41). Michael Moore then asks Lila, 
“What that woman yell at you?” (42). He refers to her as “that woman”, thereby alienating her and 
not referring to her by saying, “what did she yell at you?”. Michael Moore does this to show that he 
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is not approving of the way she talked to Lila and to show this linguistically to Lila. The next part 
of the scene, where Lila talks, is cut in several places and it is hard to know whether the film shows 
the ‘real’ events in chronological order. Lila then says, “The Al-qaeda didn’t make a decision to 
sent my son to Iraq.” (43). This sentence is very important due to the word decision. Bush has not 
just sent her son away, he has decided to do so. He was not forced to do so, Bush made his decision 
and Lila is paying for it. She later starts laughing in the middle of her sentence, “Ignorance that we 
deal with, with everyday people ehaha 
‘cus they don’t know.” (44). This remark 
perfectly suits the narrative of Moore who 
is trying to enlighten everyday people 
about what goes on right under their noses. 
The camera zooms out and shows Lila 
standing in front of The White House, “I 
finally have a place to put all my pain and 
my anger and to release it.” (52). Right 
after the word place has been said, the camera turns to The White House for the rest of her 
sentence. This links the image and sound together and gives a very strong image that to her The 
White House is now a place where she can direct her pain and anger. When saying things like that 
while crying, it enables Moore to impact the audience in a very personal and emotional way, and by 
doing so in the end of the scene he also leaves the audience with thoughts about Lila, losing a loved 
one, the war in Iraq, President Bush and where to direct blame. Lila is thereby being subjectivized a 
lot in this scene. Moore has very likely chosen where she should go, as we only see her on the 
backside of The White House, which normally would not be the place to go when wanting to see 
the The White House. The choice to take Lila to Conception is very bold as Moore must know of 
the emotional impact it is bound to have on Lila. This meeting makes her cry, thereby making us 
feel sorry for her and enabling us to see Lila’s pain in a very real way. Moore thereby subjectivized 
Lila in to being an emotional appeal as to why the war in Iraq is wrong and how Bush is not a good 
President. Whether staged or coincidental, the Bush supporter showing up has great importance for 
the scene as she becomes the very image of Bush’s lacks as a president. 
 
Conclusion on Lila’s scenes 
Lila’s appearance in Fahrenheit 9/11 is of great importance to Michael Moore in order to make the 
documentary have a humane appeal to the audience. Lila is somewhat the ultimate american 
woman; she is portrayed as a loving mother and a proud american who supports the troops rather 
than the concept of war. She is multicultural and a conservative democrat. She therefore very likely 
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appeals to all kinds of viewers. When her son dies in Iraq we see a change in Lila. We understand 
her pain and feel sympathy for her and therefore understand her statements and actions. The way 
Lila is portrayed, with all of her grief, sorrow and pain helps Moore portraying Bush as a bad 
person. By showing us this chronologic evolution of her life we see the transition of her political 
beliefs and the fact that one can be patriotic and still be against the war in Iraq. She is presented as a 
proud American and a conservative democrat which gives her a broader appeal than that of ultra-
liberal Michael Moore, therefore she also serves as an appeal to those who would likely not believe 
Michael Moore’s statements.  
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5. Discussion 
This discussion will revolve around the problem area of the project, reflect upon the issues we have 
raised and the observations we have made throughout the project work. Furthermore, there will 
mainly be a focus on documentaries as a nonfictional medium, on subjective realities and 
representations, on the constructed truth, and on the qualities that a documentary gives us as 
immense and daily users of mass media.   
5.1. Documentary as a source of information 
As we have stated in the introduction, we are of the belief that it is a prevailing tendency that people 
see documentaries as a trusted, credible and reliable source of information and that many refer to a 
documentary as they would refer to the news or a book. This would suggest that documentaries 
have gained some sort of status that connotes all of the above mentioned factors. This is of course a 
rather elusive statement since it generalizes and puts all documentaries into one joint categorization. 
The incomprehensible thing about the documentary genre is the fact that documentary films can be 
massively different, but at the same time we are rarely in doubt of whether or not something is 
categorized as a documentary. What we have come to realize is that a documentary is a genre, 
which engages with the world through social representation. Through familiar images, which more 
or less show us the world as we understand it, it makes us more inclined to believe and feel that it is 
a trustworthy source. At the same time, the storyline, illustrations and arguments behind the 
documentary allows us to view the world differently (Nichols, 2001:2-3). This is however where we 
are in a pickle, as even though a documentary might allow us to see the world in another 
perspective, does it also allow us to see beyond the narrative, message and agenda of the 
documentary? Are we as viewers even aware that this is in fact a subjective message and should we 
automatically, as experienced media users, be critical enough to realize this? 
 
What we have looked at in this report is some of the commonalities of the documentary genre and 
how these ways of producing a product end up being a documentary rather than reality tv, evening 
news or fictional film based on a true story. Typically, we recognize the trademarks of a 
documentary as an actual and true portrayal of our reality. The issue is that this could also be said 
about fictional genres, which then raises the question of what place the documentary has in today’s 
mass media world. It is therefore worth looking at the media’s construction of reality i.e. the 
process of social construction and what the term ‘reality’ incorporates, in order to thoroughly 
explain and discuss, how documentaries may be a social construction as well as socially 
constructing the reality. 
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As it is stated in the problem area of this project report, it is our belief that a documentary is 
estimated to have an objective and independent notion of reality. This is most often not the case, as 
the content of documentaries tend to be based and constructed upon one or more subjective 
experiences of reality. In relation to this, there is a basic structure that the mass media uses, which is 
structured upon how individuals understand themselves in relation to reality (Pollock, 1996). As 
seen in the case study, information about the U.S. government, President Bush and the war in Iraq is 
a great example of how such information creates breeding ground for a documentary's content, in 
which the use of subjective experiences are used to inform its audience, who then identifies with the 
subjective experiences being presented. The fact that an individual prefers socially constructed 
documentaries over objective information may be a result of what is called information society, 
which is based on the concept of today’s society and the importance of supplying and consuming 
mass media information (Pollock, 1996). It is further stated, in relation to this, that if one does not 
attain media information, he or she does not know reality. This could lead to the reason for the use 
of documentaries, as they are socially constructed (i.e. based on subjective experiences), and 
therefore may function as another way or source of exploring, obtaining knowledge, and hence 
identify with reality. If that is the case, the portrayal of reality within a documentary has to be seen 
as the product of the documentary’s period of time. So documentaries, like other mass mediums, are 
socially constructed, and do potentially construct their audience, if the audience does identify with 
the subjective realities being presented. 
 
 But how does documentaries then ‘create’ reality, when it is necessary to make decisions 
concerning what information to convey to the audience? Are the decisions and social construction 
based upon the documentarist’s purpose of his or her documentary, or are these decisions solely 
made upon what the audience wants (or has) to know? (Pollock, 1996). As seen in several 
researches related to social construction of reality, they are all focusing on the fact that individuals 
tend to accept a portrayal of the reality, and the more they are exposed to this reality, the more they 
tend to accept this reality. Furthermore, these theories also consider if individuals may act 
according to what they see and hear in the mass media, hence acting and thinking accordingly to 
individuals being depicted. In line with this, it can therefore be stated that individuals may actually 
revert their images, opinions and beliefs to that of a documentary (a process known as cultivation) 
(Pollock, 1996). According to these studies, it may lead to the conclusion that documentaries as a 
source of information (like the mass media) have the ability to tell its audience what issues or 
information is worth focusing on, hence what to think about, and what to think of a certain subject - 
a process known as agenda setting (Pollock, 1996). 
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 As stated by Gamson, Croteau, Hoynes, and Sasson in 1992 in terms of the above, 
 
“We walk around with media-generated images of the world, using them to construct 
meaning about political and social issues. And the special genius of this system [the 
media] is to make the whole process seem so normal and natural that the very art of 
social construction is invisible” (Pollock, 1996). 
 
This above mentioned description on social construction can very well be applied to documentaries 
as a source of information:  
Documentaries, like the mass media, also generate images of reality. In this case, the realities are 
constructed upon subjective experiences and used as a way to construct meaning of a particular 
subject. As it is natural for individuals to identify with others and with the subjects presented in a 
documentary, it may give answers to the reason why social construction of reality is unnoticed at 
first. It may also lead to the conclusion that documentaries, due to being socially constructed, starts 
to become reality (i.e. actual experiences) to some of its viewers (Pollock, 1996).  
5.2. Documentary as a source of entertainment 
One of the reasons why documentaries are appealing when wanting to widen ones horizon may very 
well be that they provide an entertaining way of learning. Few things are more entertaining and 
appealing than reality compared to something that you can make up, since it is so easy for us as 
human beings to relate to it. The power of getting people to relate to a certain subject is crucial 
when it comes to determine the success, and also the entertainment, of the particular documentary. 
Documentaries have the power to entertain us while teaching us about historical events, political 
situations or nature’s wonders, while still giving us entertainment through re-enactments, pictures, 
interviews and voice-overs. The genre has changed a lot over the years and now comes in many 
different shapes and varies. Our continued interest in it may also be because it is an insightful and 
easy way to access and gain information, rather than reading a book. For example, by watching a 
documentary about a survivor of Pearl Harbor, rather than reading a book by a historian, may help 
us to relate to the subjects and the attack on Pearl Harbor. The visuals and images connected with 
the sound gives the audience another feeling of insight. It enables the viewer to understand and 
identify with the subject matter on the basis of people involved and thereby attain a higher 
emotional understanding of the subject matter and the events transpiring. Documentaries have the 
advantage of pictures, as they can be very memorable and serve to emphasize the meaning of words 
uttered and vice versa, helping the viewer to better remember facts of importance.  
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5.3. The problem of narration 
What we have especially stumbled across in our research is the issue of entertainment and narrative, 
which are both dominating components to reflect upon. Ensuring entertainment means among other 
things editing the film down to precise and short clips while still maintaining the consistency of the 
footage. According to Bill Nichols, the amount of responsibility varies depending on the 
documentary mode. One of the  biggest dilemmas for the documentarist using interactive mode is, 
“How far can participation go?” (Nichols, 1991:45). Maintaining an entertaining narrative is very 
essential for many documentaries i.e. our case study has great focus on entertainment. In such cases, 
the documentarist has to consider his/her level of participation, as over-participation will 
presumably be noticed by the audience and hence result in trust issues. An over-participation leads 
to a decreasing value of objectivity and the documentary will be perceived as a “docutainment”, 
which values entertainment equal to educational content (Mintz, 2005).  
 
Participation can also be troublesome as the documentarist may end up placing him/herself 
politically to the subject matter and subjects portrayed, which could alter the viewers’ perception of 
him/her as a professional documentarist and of the documentary itself. As we have seen when 
researching our case study, the objectives of the documentarist (and the actions that follow) are very 
important as to how we, as a viewer understand and perceive the film. We have also experienced 
first hand that it can be hard to detect editings and omissions, that drastically alter the actual events 
to suit the narrative of a film. Different editing and omissions however came clear to us after 
watching the chosen scenes over and over again. Since we as viewers are not a part of this process, 
we will be left with guesses and hypotheses as to the documentarist’s objectives for his/her 
documentary. Having a message or a wish to enlighten a viewer, forces the documentarist to 
actually control the narrative in the desired direction, so is it then a moral question or a matter of 
principle how far the director can go before it would be wrong to call it a documentary, or at least a 
credible and reliable one? Maybe the credibility of documentary is not dependent on objectivity, but 
on its viewers’ ability to distinguish between being objective and subjective?  
5.4. Subjectivity vs. objectivity 
Documentaries are, as we have come to understand, socially constructed and socially constructing 
to the same extent as other media which treat, and is concerned with, reality. In the same way as 
news -papers, -articles and -shows are constructed, or derived from the social sphere, so are 
documentaries. All of the above mentioned news medias are constructed by their amount of 
choosing what to bring, but also what not to bring in the news. Likewise documentaries are socially 
	   45	  
constructing and politically driven as we know news media are. The American news channel, Fox 
News, is for example not exactly known for its objective representation and reporting of reality, 
rather the opposite. Similarly as Fox News is known for promoting and having significantly 
conservative and republican political positions, so are Fahrenheit 9/11 and Michael Moore himself 
known for advocating and having more democratic beliefs. 
 
Documentaries are interpretations and representations of reality and others (see Defining 
documentary). But as we have come to know they can be very biased representations, as their 
portrayal of the subject matter and the subject(s) can be very subjective. We have seen how the 
documentarist specifically accentuates certain individuals, or aspects of the individuals, which s/he 
knows the audience will identify to either positive or negative connotations. The documentarist is so 
to speak able to portray, and even produce, a subject which the audience identifies in relation to 
themselves and the world they know. But as we have just been discussing, the amount of 
participation by the documentarist is always in a negotiating position. Too much interference will 
result in a lack of objectivity and hence lead to a deficient trustworthiness. Too little and the 
documentarist is at risk of being misunderstood and the message becomes insufficient. The 
dilemma seems to be between objectivity and subjectivity, but is anyone able to depict an 
absolutely objective story, free from any prejudices and beliefs? One could easily imagine two 
documentaries, each representing the same case, but from two very distinct and maybe opposing 
standpoints. Both claiming to have an objective portrayal, both claiming to portray nothing but the 
truth. Which of them should we trust, or rather which of them would we trust? Naturally one would 
be most attracted to the documentary that is most relatable. Personal experiences have taught us that 
even if a documentary should be extremely persuading, we tend to hold on to our beliefs. In other 
words, no matter how persuasive the documentary may be, it will encounter severe obstacles when 
trying to make us adopt beliefs that are conflicting with our own. Subjectivity seems to become 
objectivity and vice versa. That is, the beliefs that each of us hold may seem very subjective to 
others, but to the beholder they may seem, and be, sincerely objective.  
 
Imagine the same scenario as before with one slight alteration: two documentaries, both concerned 
with the same topic and yet they equally portray it from two conflicting positions. But this time the 
audiences do not hold any prenotions about the topic depicted. In such a case, the best 
documentarist, i.e. the one who best uses all available persuasive means, will presumably present 
the most relatable documentary in coherence with the audiences. And in such case the subjective 
representation might overrule the objectivity or the reality, and hence the truth. This would and 
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could potentially be a critical problem, due to the fact that we often perceive documentaries as 
educational and informal. 
 
The nearest that we can possibly achieve in relation to the objective documentary, is probably 
through the observational form. Then it would be easy to state that people working in the field of 
surveillance, or at least the people deciding where to put up the cameras, are documentarists too. 
However not even the professional gaze of a surveillance camera would denote and assure an 
objective representation of reality. Just the fact that it would take a conscious decision from the 
person setting up the camera at one place and not another, whether it be for the sake of 
entertainment, of visibility for a particular subject or of yet another objective, is proving that point. 
Wherever the gaze of the camera is steering, some context will always be lost and hence the 
portrayed will be perceived differently than if it were placed somewhere else. Even if you placed 
cameras in every corner of a room to cover every angle, it is still possible to argue that the outcome 
is not objective; one angle may show the things going on in a way that leaves out important things, 
which may be seen by another camera. When thinking about the mode called observational mode it 
gives us an idea that the documentarist is trying to just be a ‘’fly on the wall’’, but this process is 
still demanding many choices taken from the perspective of the documentarist since making an 
objective documentary would not only be about filming what is going on in front of the camera, but 
also about selecting the angle for the camera, like we see it happening with e.g. a surveillance 
camera and therefore it seems almost impossible for any form of documentary to achieve 100 % 
objectivity.   
 
The example stated with surveillance also indicates that to merely film reality is not criteria enough 
for something to be called a documentary. This type of limited subjective outcome does indeed 
reflect how humans also perceive differently, i.e. subjectively and individually, due to their location 
for example. Imagine for instance how two persons, standing on each side of a road, witnessing the 
same crime, will depict two very different descriptions of the incident. Both will claim to be 
objective and both will claim that they are telling the truth, although they may be contradicting each 
other in one point or another. What may be the objectivity of one or several individuals may seem 
very subjective for others, depending on which side of the road one is perceiving the incident or the 
portrayed. This can be transferred to basically any documentary, as the different viewers will likely 
see the different documentaries with different glasses on. One may, as with the crime scene 
witnessing, feel that they are seeing it from an objective or subjective matter, as others may feel 
different from them. Documentaries, both the making of them but also the reception of them, comes 
down to a personal and subjective matter. We all see different aspects of documentary very 
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different; such as aesthetics and ethics and this is the reason for how we perceive a documentary to 
be either subjective or objective. 
5.5. Reflection of the case study 
The reasons for choosing Fahrenheit 9/11 for our case study are many. We wanted a documentary 
that could enlighten us as to the different persuasive and cinematic means available to the 
documentarist. As well as a documentary that could enable us to question the ways a documentarist 
can alter our opinions, not only by the scenes seen in the documentary, but also by constructing 
truths via subjects and subjectification. We suspected that we would get just that from Fahrenheit 
9/11, as it is a political documentary done by a documentarist renown for his biased approach when 
constructing truths within documentaries. We were aware of its bias, but as we did not want to 
investigate the topic of the documentary, but rather the means used to persuade us of something 
concerning this topic, we had no concerns choosing it.  
 
As this project is about the genre of documentaries and the power of the documentarist through the 
use of cinematic and persuasive means, we would very likely have come to the same realization 
about documentaries, if using a different case study; they have the power to alter our opinions 
through their construction of truth by using cinematic and persuasive means. We wanted to 
investigate to which extent documentaries could be seen as a credible source and we have proven 
that the truths told in them, may not be objective truth. But truths constructed, processed, edited and 
conveyed in order for many things, amongst them persuade us.  
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6. Conclusion 
We have learned that documentaries can come in multiple forms and shapes, why the task of 
defining the genre was more complex than initially presumed. We have found that the genre of 
documentary is a genre that  addresses the actual real world i.e. the world we live and interact in. It 
is a genre that as opposed to genres of fiction does not engage in other issues than those of the 
actual real world. The documentary always has an objective, and this objective dictates the 
approach and thereby the choice of methods.  
 
By reading about mainly four different modes categorizing documentaries, we were able to 
understand the reasons behind a chosen method, including both the purpose and the potential issues 
and dilemmas associated with the approach. Diving into these modes helped us acknowledge that 
subjectivity seems almost impossible to avoid when making a documentary, as every decision is 
made on the basis of the documentarist’s wish to tell a story about a certain topic.  
Among many persuasive means, we found that documentarist’s, through use of filmic techniques 
such as: editing, cutting, omission, de- and recontextualizing, and specifically voice-over, are 
constructing rhetorical appeals. The different tools can compliment and enhance each other, like 
e.g. Pathos is used to emphasize Ethos, and Ethos is used to underpin Logos and the logical 
reasoning. In addition to this, it is worth stating how these rhetorical appeals are supported, or rather 
constructed through different filmic techniques, i.e. cinematic means. We have been evident to how 
Michael Moore for example constructs a threefold argument, with Ethos, Logos and Pathos 
supporting each other, through different filmic techniques. In his narrative of Lila Lipscomb he 
emphasizes his own ethos, his credibility, as she justifies his arguments. Through her he provokes 
and addresses our feelings as we relate to her and her loss as a cost of Bush’s incompetence. That 
way Lila is turned into the example is done to underpin what Michael Moore is arguing for, and 
hence the logical argument is also complete.  
 
These filmic techniques and rhetoric appeals become means of persuasion, aiding the documentarist 
in getting the message across, as they will sway the audience to adopt or create a certain meaning of 
the portrayed. Every viewer is different, why it is natural that each perceives the content of a 
documentary differently. But by appealing to Ethos, Pathos and Logos, the documentarist is capable 
of embracing our shared values and beliefs, and hence sway us despite our differences.  
 
The documentarist is furthermore subjectifying individuals, taking part in the documentary, through 
the way they are portrayed in relation to the actual reality and the reality portrayed. By cinematic 
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means the documentarist can create a certain subject out of the individual person, which necessarily 
not correspond to the actual person. The subject is then identified through the beliefs and values that 
the individual in the documentary is portrayed to have.  
The documentarist chose to show only the aspects of the individual that fits to the narrative, but 
there will most likely also be certain aspects of the individuals that the documentarist chose not to 
show. Thus the subjectification of individuals raises ethical questions concerning the relationship 
between the documentarist and the subject, regarding how the documentarist chooses to portray the 
subjects.  
 
By looking at our case study, we have first handedly seen how a documentarist can alter the 
narrative in order to make an individual seem like something s/he may not be in reality. We saw 
how Michael Moore showed Bush as being ignorant, the soldiers as being cold-hearted and Lila as 
being a patriotic and kind woman. These were the truths of the documentarist, but they may not be 
the whole truth. Bush may be considered a good president to some. The same goes for the soldiers, 
who are not necessarily as cold-hearted as depicted in the documentary. When Bush is only shown 
doing leisure thing such as playing golf, he is shown in a way that may not illustrate the full picture. 
Bush obviously also worked. We of course have no idea as to how much and in which ways, and 
that is exactly what this subjective opinion benefits from. Our idea of Bush is thereby constructed 
and we are being subjected to knowledge that should make us think of Bush as a terrible President. 
The same goes for Lila. We see so little of her, but we only see parts that show her good sides. We 
are shown scenes that makes her seem like the ultimate patriotic woman. We see her arguing with a 
lady with different beliefs than herself, but she does not lose her temper, at least not on screen. She 
might have yelled at the woman or said something afterwards that would destroy this illusion of her, 
and which has therefore been edited out. Therefore, the subjective approach as to how the 
documentarist uses the subjects to his advantage is definitely a way of compromising the whole 
truth, while still telling some of it. 
 
The question that many would now raise is; can we then see documentaries as a credible source, 
even though we now know that they construct their own truth via persuasive means? The truth told 
in documentaries may not be objective or without any subjectivity, however, it is still a truth even 
though it is a constructed one. We, the audience, have to have these things in mind when watching a 
documentary, in order for us to see and understand the, possibly, underlying intention behind the 
persuasive means used to construct the truth. As stated earlier, a documentary is a reflection and 
representation of reality and the issues within it, however, the way of representing it is from a very 
subjective perspective. It seems as if Grierson’s view of documentary as a “creative treatment of 
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actuality”  is still as adequate now as it was when he defined it in the 1930’s. We have found 
documentaries to contain truths, albeit subjective truths. We thereby conclude that documentaries 
can certainly be seen as a credible source with the aforementioned factors in mind. The audience 
must be critical and reflect upon the intentions of the sender and furthermore be aware of certain 
excluded aspects. Documentaries work, like so many other informational media, to tell a story. The 
approach of telling a story  is chosen by  e.g. producers, editors or documentarists, which makes it 
subjective. When watching an interview on the news, we need to think about why this person was 
chosen for the interview, who chose the questions and what is the interviewer and interviewee’s 
objectives of this interview. The same goes for documentaries. They can enlighten us to a certain 
degree, but just like we would not only read one newspaper about a certain topic, we should not rely 
solely on one documentary’s statements. 
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8. Appendix 
8.1. Theory for the humanities 
In this section, we will focus on theory reflections in general and on the theories we deal with in 
this project. The following questions will be discussed: what is theory? What are the humanities? 
How do we use theory in our project and what is our reason for using the particular theory/theories?  
During our first theory lesson, we were presented with various theories, each of which has had an 
influence on the way we think. However, it still seemed a little unclear what theory really was and 
how it could be defined in concrete terms. It appears as though a definitive definition of the term 
theory for the humanities will always be incomplete. Despite this fact, the following is our 
reflection on theory for the humanities. 
 
Schools of thought 
To shed light on what theory for the humanities is, it is of importance to reflect upon the schools of 
thought and their development up and until present day i.e.  to look at what was deemed important 
to study in the past and how that has dramatically changed through time. Several schools of thought 
have influenced humanistic thinking over the last century (Eagleton, 2004:1). The likes of 
structuralism, post structuralism, modernism, postmodernism and Marxism are among them. The 
schools of thought give us an insight into the very different approaches of perceiving the self, the 
individual, reason, objectiveness and knowledge. Looking at e.g. modernism and postmodernism, 
we can see the differences in the aforementioned perspectives. These are of course just two out of 
many schools of thought and the branches of them. In modernism, there is a general consensus that 
there is a stable self within each individual, which is independent of the cultural context. In that 
sense, there is a general set of value, reason and truth, despite the historical or cultural context. 
(University Idaho n.d.). Postmodernism, on the other hand, is a school of thought who rejects 
totalities and universal values. This, meaning that the individual is a composite of the social 
experiences and cultural context that he is within and that there therefore cannot be universal values 
or objective knowledge (Eagleton,2004:13), that is, by understanding the world, human beings and 
culture, but from different angles and with different goggles. This is also important in respect to our 
project as we must reflect on which goggles we are wearing when analyzing the case study, so to 
speak. When we analyze and conclude, we have naturally gone at it from a specific angle dependent 
on the used theory. So, when talking about theories we refer to hypotheses, which are thought upon 
a specific view of the lived world and cultural systems. A more in depth reflection on the theories 
we have used for this project will be discussed in one of the following parts. First, we will dive a 
little into cultural reflections that have had an effect on theory for the humanities. 
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Reflections of culture, theory and the humanities   
In the book After Theory, Terry Eagleton claims that the Golden Age of cultural theory is a distant 
past. We are living in the aftermath of what Eagleton calls the time of high theory. Thereby not 
claiming that the time of theory is over, quite the opposite (Eagleton,2004:1), "If theory means a 
reasonably systematic reflection on our guiding assumptions, it remains as indispensable as 
ever."(2). The pioneering work that thinkers like Roland Barthes, Michel Foucault and Claude Lévi-
Strauss have produced is very much alive and working today. The generations that have followed 
have developed the original ideas, added to them, criticized them and applied them. Despite this 
fact, there is not yet to be seen any body of work that can be compared to the likes of the old 
generations of thinkers. (2). So despite the fact that the world has changed since days of e.g. Michel 
Foucault, we are still trading on the past, as Eagleton puts it. Regardless of this, Eagleton explains 
how a clear change is to be seen in the research focus of scholars. Sexuality has become a hot topic 
like never before and that it is now presumed to be one of the keystones of human culture. Thereby 
also including the study of everyday life of the common people, which for centuries was overlooked 
and ignored (2-3). Today, we may very well study all sides of popular culture from cartoons to the 
topic of French kissing. The reason for this, Eagleton claims, is that for centuries intellectuals 
seemed to work with the assumption that human beings had no genitals. Today we have 
acknowledged that there is much more to human existence than merely truth and reason; it is just as 
much about fantasy and desire. It is therefore past history that seriousness is one thing and pleasure 
is another thing, which is outside the realm of knowledge. Now, popular culture is deemed to be 
worth studying within cultural theory (6). In coherence with this project on documentaries, this is a 
crucial development in the research of the humanities. Without these turn of events, it would not 
have been deemed acceptable to study such a mainstream mass medium. 
But most “theory” … comes down to what Stanley Fish called mere rules of thumb… temporarily 
useful lines and avenues of reading approach, utilities of interpretation, simple practices of 
criticism... mere matters of belief, of hunch even- the mess of useful assumption I happen to have in 
my critical kitbag, postures and practices driven by contingency and pragmatism as much as by 
necessity…, things the theorist has just thought of. (Cunningham,2005:170-181). 
 
 
In the text “Theory, What Theory?” by Valentine Cunningham, he argues that theory is a term very 
much destroyed by forcing several subjects, concerns, directions, persuasions and activities that 
surround literature, under one umbrella. Cunningham presses the fact that the reason theory is so 
hard to compromise into one definition is because it is so wide ranging. He claims that even though 
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many theorists are typically against a grand narrative, they have managed to create exactly that, 
theory. Theory covers everything from political and personal subjects of literature to representations 
of selfhood, class, gender and the technicalities of linguistics and so on (173). He is not trying to 
denigrate theory or deny its absolute innovativeness, his aim is to place it (184). How to go about 
theorizing and understanding the humanities, Volney Gay compares humanistic inquiry and natural 
science in the text Comparing Culture and Science (Gay, 2009, 9). He approaches it with what he 
calls a magnifying lens to distinguish two kinds of objects: The objects of natural sciences, which 
can withstand magnification, and the objects of the humanistic inquiry, which cannot. By this he 
means that objects of the natural sciences can be dissected into tiny parts, whereas objects of 
cultural or humanistic inquiry e.g. language or a painting cannot be magnified beyond two or three 
times. Take spoken language, if one magnifies this by ten, then one will have mere noise and would 
not be able to create more knowledge or in depth understanding through this, as one can by looking 
at the body, for example. This means that big scale research suits the natural sciences very well, and 
this cannot be mimicked in humanistic inquiry. It is not possible to divide the research up into 
smaller tasks and expect that when it is reassembled it fits together. In the natural science, it is very 
possible to divide work into smaller tasks in a rational way (8-9). Another clear distinction between 
the two fields is the question of progress. In the humanities, we may very well look to the past to 
understand current literature or art in a new way whereas, in the natural sciences, progress is much 
more about working toward new knowledge (34). 
 
Concluding remarks 
In this section, we will try to comprehend all of the above mentioned understandings of culture, 
human life, theory and humanities. Theory still seems to be a somewhat hard term to grasp and 
define. Yet, theory for the humanities calls for self-understanding and interpretation. Maybe 
ultimately knowing what cannot be known, that is, what it is to be human. The humanities 
compared to the natural and social sciences are about subjectivity, interpretation, whereas the other 
two fields are more objectively systematical in their theoretical approach.  
As mentioned earlier, we have chosen to deal with theories on rhetoric and cinematic means (i.e. 
persuasion theory) and discourse analysis. Rhetoric can naturally be subcategorized within 
persuasion theory, as it is mainly used to analyze and reveal a sender’s way of informing and/or 
persuading an audience. This type of theory is often seen and used within the field of 
communication, where it is used as a methodological tool to make a message seem more probable 
to an audience. Rhetoric, along with discourse analysis, seem to be of the same type of theory: they 
are both seen within humanities, they both have a set of ideas in terms of written and spoken 
language and they both deal with how to work and analyze these in certain ways. The above 
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mentioned theories are up for discussion: whether or not they can be seen as humanistic theories, 
scientific theories or something third. However, we believe that when dealing with what seems to 
be ‘sensible objects’ i.e. being human, it should be categorized as humanistic theories.  
Our choice of working with subjectification theory is to look at how the subjects, within the 
documentary, are positioned; how they are positioned throughout the setting they are filmed, the 
positioning through the questions that are asked, and their positioning that the audience ‘gives’ the 
subject. This is a multitude of processes that all come together in one view of the subject. Our 
theories have given us a way or an angle to understand the human natures that affect us in this 
documentary, that is, the theories we have chosen will help us to answer our problem formulation 
and assemble the puzzle. By looking at each scene in depth through the goggles of our theories, we 
are able to see the bigger picture of the film and its effects.  
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8.2. Transcriptions  
8.2.1. Transcript 1 
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8.2.2. Transcript 2 
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8.2.3. Transcript 3 
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8.2.4. Transcript 4 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
